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ABSTRACT
This study was to  determ ine how revenues from federal, s ta te , and local 
governm ents vary across school d istric ts  in the S tate  of Louisiana in 1975 and 
1980. Also included, was an analysis of per pupil expenditures, assessed 
valuations of taxable property, per capita  incomes, and a comparison of 
Louisiana with national public school financial data .
In 1975 and 1980 respectively, school d istric ts  received 56.19 and 52.91 
percent of the ir revenue from s ta te  sources, 30.05 and 34.57 percent from local 
sources, and 13.76 and 12.52 percen t from federal sources. In 1975 and 1980, the 
major sources of revenue w ere: federal Elem entary and Secondary Education
Act T itle I distributions; s ta te  equalization aid; and local ad valorem and sales 
taxes.
Pearson coeffic ien ts of correlation confirm ed the existence of significant 
relationships among school d istric ts  in local revenue and: per pupil expenditures; 
assessed property valuations; and per cap ita  incomes.
An analysis of local revenue and expenditures for 1975 and 1980 showed 
d ifferences of over ten tim es between the highest and lowest d istric ts  in revenue 
from local sources. The d is tric t with the highest per pupil expenditure was able 
to  spend 43.56 percen t more funds than the lowest d is tric t in 1975 and 50.43 
percent more in 1980. These variations w ere, in part, due to the differences in 
assessed property values and per cap ita  incomes which resulted in some d istric ts  
receiving more local revenue than others from ad valorem and sales tax 
collections.
A comparison of Louisiana and national averages indicated tha t between 
1975 and 1980, Louisiana reported a decrease in the percentage of revenue from 
s ta te  sources and an increase in the percentage of revenue from local sources, 
while the nation reported more from s ta te  sources and less from local. Relative 
to education, school d istric ts  in Louisiana spent less than the national average in 
1975 (14.60 percent) and 1980 (10.15 percent). When compared on the amount of 
available income spent on education, the difference in expenditures was 
sm aller, with Louisiana spending 2.30 percent less in 1975 and .40 percent less in 
1980.
x
C hapter 1 
INTRODUCTION
The quality of educational opportunities offered students by public school 
d istric ts  has a d irect relationship to the expenditure levels of the d istric ts  
(Gremillion, 1976). Citing Mort and a National Education Association Com m ittee 
on Tax Education and School Finance, Gremillion (1976) sta ted  school d istric ts  
spending a larger amount on a per pupil basis usually have a higher quality
educational program than those d istric ts  spending lesser amounts per pupil. This 
relationship is em phasized by Alexander e t  al. (1980), who indicated th a t 
revenues available to  school d istric ts  have a relationship to  the fiscal ability of 
the d istric ts  and th a t educational opportunities offered are  dependent on the 
d is tric ts ' fiscal capability.
The w ealth of school d istric ts  is, in part, measured by their ability to 
obtain local revenue, which in m ost s ta te s  is prim arily accomplished by levies of 
ad valorem taxes, sales taxes, or a com bination of both (Louisiana). The amount 
of local revenue is a major determ inant of how much money d istric ts  can expend 
on education. It has been contended in a number of court cases (Serrano v. 
P riest, San Antonio Independent School D istric t v. Rodriquez, and others), both 
s ta te  and federal, th a t educational opportunities offered students by school 
d is tric ts  is lim ited to  the availability of money the d istric ts  have to  spend, thus, 
if there  are d ifferences in term s of local w ealth, then it  would follow th a t there 
would be d ifferences in educational opportunities.
The operation of public elem entary  and secondary schools in Louisiana is 
financed from revenue obtained from local, s ta te , and federal sources. The 
major suppliers of revenue from local sources are  the  ad valorem and sales taxes
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(Alexander e t al., 1980). School d istric ts  receive financial aid from the  s ta te  as 
defined by an equalization form ula determ ined by Louisiana's Minimun Founda­
tion Program (Alexander e t  al., 1980). O ther s ta te  aid is provided through 
funding for special program s. School d istric ts receive revenue from federal 
sources either d irectly  or indirectly  through s ta te  agencies where funds are 
designated for particu lar programs or purposes (Reischauer and H artm an, 1973; 
Savard, 1971). The Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education in its 131st Annual 
R eport reported  th a t of th e  to ta l revenue received by school d is tric ts  in 
Louisiana during 1979-80, 52.80 percen t cam e from s ta te  sources, 33.08 percent 
from local sources, and 1^.12 percen t from federal sources.
According to  Alexander e t al. (1980), Louisiana ranked among the highest 
s ta te s  in term s of fiscal equalization of s ta te  financial aid to  school d istric ts . 
This high ranking was prim arily a ttribu ted  to  the im pact of the local sales tax , in 
addition to  the  local property tax , as a means of providing revenue to  school 
d istric ts  from local sources. In many d istric ts  the collection of sales taxes has 
filled the gaps le ft by deficiencies of revenue receip ts from the property tax  
(Alexander e t al., 1980). Alexander e t al. w ent on to  conclude th a t despite the 
high ranking, the  Louisiana Minimum Foundation Program has not overcom e the 
d isparities of revenue available to  school d istric ts . S tatistics are  cited  in the 
study th a t show major disparities existing among school d is tric ts  in Louisiana in 
term s of available revenue.
Terrill (1979) reported  th a t com plaints were being d irected  a t many s ta te s ' 
system s of financing education and the resulting inequity of educational oppor­
tunities among school d is tric ts  based on the  re la tive  w ealth of the d istric ts . 
Minimum foundation programs were not adequately equalizing education among 
the richer and poorer school d is tric ts . The variations of w ealth among local
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school d istric ts  in th e  United S tates led 3ohns, M orphet, and Alexander (1983:167) 
to  conclude:
In not a s ta te  can the  least wealthy d istric ts  finance a 
reasonably satisfacto ry  program of education from local funds 
w ithout an unreasonable tax  e ffo rt and, in many d istric ts  the 
e ffo rt required would be prohibitive. TTie d ifferences in w ealth 
in small d is tric t s ta te s  a re  so g rea t th a t no program involving 
s ta te  and local support is likely to  solve all the financial 
equality program s until fu rther reorganization occurs. Until 
fu rther progress is made in many s ta te s  in d is tric t organization 
and provisions for financing schools, inequalities in educational 
opportunities are certa in  to  continue. Substantial numbers of 
students in many s ta tes  cannot expect to  have even reasonably 
adequate educational opportunities under present conditions.
Terrill (1979) s ta ted  th a t in 1976, tw enty s ta te s  w ere involved in litigation
relating to  the unconstitutionality  of the ir methods of financing public
education. The prim ary basis of the litigation was th a t many s ta te s ' plans for
financing education made the  quality of an educational program a  function of the
w ealth of the school d is tric t, which was in violation of equal protection rights
afforded by the  Fourteenth Amendment of the  United S tates Constitution
(Morphet, Johns, and R eller, 1982).
Terrill (1979), Reischauer and H artm an (1973), Hurwitz and Tesconi (1972),
and Morphet e t al. (1982) pointed to  the use of the  local property tax , the  major
supplier of local revenue, as the causal fac to r in producing revenue inequities
among local school d istric t. In a dialogue with representatives of the  National
Urban Education Association, Yeaky e t  al. (1980:55) reported  the following:
Controversy has arisen concerning s ta te s ' public education finance 
system s with the  focuses on the  failure of those system s to  equalize 
educational expenditures among rich and poor school d istric ts . Since the 
property tax  is the major supplier of income, the  am ount of money 
available for education depends of the value of real e s ta te  and amount 
of levy in th e  d is tric t. A school d is tr ic t with low propertv values has 
less revenue than w ealthier d istic ts  even with higher taxing ra tes.
The failure of s ta tes  to  equalize the  disparities of available revenue 
resulting from  inequalities of the re la tive  w ealth of the d is tric t has 
resulted innumerous litigation ...
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Johns e t al. (1983) indicated th a t it  was not uncommon to  find certa in  school 
d is tric ts  levying property tax  rnillages as much as two to  eight tim es more than 
o ther school d is tric ts  in the  sam e s ta te .
D isparities of local revenue among local school d is tric ts  in Louisiana have 
been identified and as in o ther s ta te s , the  inequities of available local revenue 
among the  d istric ts  have resulted  prim arily from the use of the property tax  and 
sales tax  as the major sources of local revenue. T. H. Harris (1929), form er S tate  
Superintendent of Education in Louisiana, made reference to  the  fac t th a t in the 
la te  1920's, the  poorer parishes were failing in their a ttem p ts  to  provide * an 
adequate educational program because the property taxes were failing to 
produce sufficien t local revenue.
In 1942, Johns e t  al. made the following com m ents in a  comprehensive 
survey, Louisiana Education Survey, conducted by the  Louisiana Educational 
Survey Commission (36):
The range of revenue receip ts per child enrolled indicates th a t the 
poten tial educational opportunities vary considerably among the parishes... 
the  variations in revenue receip ts are  caused chiefly by differences in 
assessed valuations per child enrolled, d ifferences in local tax  e ffo rt...
Johns e t al. w ent on to  say (142):
Louisiana parishes vary greatly  in the  am ount of assessed 
valuation of property per child enrolled...The richest parish,
East Baton Rouge, has more than fourteen tim es as much w ealth 
per child as St. Helena, the poorest parish. It is quite obvious 
th a t many Louisiana parishes would have very m eager educational 
programs if they did not receive large amounts of school revenues 
from  s ta te  adm inistered taxes...
A Survey of the  Educational Needs of Louisiana, K-12, in 1969-70 by the 
S ta te  D epartm ent of Education, concluded th a t two c ritica l needs in relation to  
the  financing of public education w ere: (l) a substantial increase in the financial 
support of public schools and (2) equalization of the assessm ent of property 
throughout the s ta te .
5
Revenue disparities among school d is tric ts  in Louisiana have existed and 
a re  expected to  continue to  exist despite the  use of the local sales tax  to  
augm ent the local property tax  in providing local revenue. In their study 
supported by the Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education, Alexander e t al. 
(1980:203) concluded:
In spite of the good in te rs ta te  showing of the Louisiana 
equalization program, the da ta  show th a t the e ffec t of the present 
system  is to  still m aintain ra th e r wide disparities in school revenue 
pa tte rn s. The school system in the  99th percentile has over tw ice 
the  s ta te  and local revenue of the  1st percentile . If the Louisiana 
system is held to  the fiscal neu tra lity  standard, it is found th a t 
revenues available do have a relationship to  the fiscal ability of the 
locality . In o ther words, a child's education is still, to  a g reat 
ex ten t, dependent on the fiscal capability of the respective 
parishes, and the s ta te  foundation program has not overcome the 
disparities. This is true  w hether the  measure of tax-paying abiliity 
is value of property or sales tax  poten tial. Inequality among 
parishes will be excerbated  as local sales tax  revenues increase 
during the next few years...
S tatem ent of the Problem
The problem to  be investigated in the cu rren t study was to  determ ine what 
degree and in what ways revenues vary across school d is tric ts  in the S tate  of 
Louisiana.
To assess this problem, two years w ere chosen for analysis, 1975 and 1980. 
The base year selected  was 1975, because a new s ta te  constitution had been 
adopted th a t year. The requirem ents of the  new constitution resulted in some 
potentially  im portant changes in public education financing in Louisiana. The 
comparison year was selected  as 1980, to  allow a five year lapse of tim e to  
determ ine to  what degree revenue parity  was being achieved since the adoption 
of the new constitution. In all cases, federal, s ta te , and local sources of revenue 
are examined.
In order to  determ ine w hat degree and in what ways revenue disparities 
occur, the following issues were addressed:
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1. To what ex ten t w ere public schools in Louisiana funded from federal, 
s ta te , and local revenue as follows:
a. Amount of funds from each level.
b. Percent of funds from each level.
c. Rank of school d is tric ts  in term s of each level.
d. Range of ex trem es between the highest and lowest d istric ts  a t
each level.
e. Changes th a t have occurred a t  each level between 1975 and
1980.
2. What w ere the  major programs funded for public elem entary and 
secondary education from federal funds?
3. What w ere the  major programs funded for public elem entary and 
secondary education from s ta te  funds?
4. What w ere the major sources of local tax revenue available to  school 
d istric ts  for public elem entary  and secondary education?
5. How did school d is tric ts  com pare in relation to  local revenue per 
average daily membership?
6. Was there  a significant relationship in term s of variations among 
school d istric ts  in relation to  th e  following factors:
a. Local revenue per student in average daily membership and 
expenditures per pupil in average daily membership.
b. Assessed valuations of taxable property per student in average 
daily membership and local revenue per student in average daily membership.
c. Per cap ita  income of individuals residing in school d istric ts  in 
Louisiana and local revenue per student in average daily membership.
7. How did Louisiana com pare with national s ta tis tic s  (50 sta tes) in 
term s of public school financial data?
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D efinition of Terms 
Definitions of te rm s used in the study included:
1. Quality of Educational Program s: The quality of an educational
program has generally been difficu lt to  define and in most cases re la ted  to  an 
inventory of "inputs" thought to  e ffe c t some outcom e such as student 
achievem ent. The c rite ria  (inputs) for asessing the quality of a school d istric t's  
educational program as outlined in Horton v. Meskill, Supreme Court of 
C onnecticut (1977) included:
a. Size of classes.
b. Training, experience, and background of the teaching s ta ff.
c. M aterials, books, and supplies.
d. School philosophy and objectives.
e. Type of local control.
f. Student te s t scores as measured against ability.
g- Degree of m otivation and application of students.
h. Course offerings and extracurricu la  offerings.
The quality of a to ta l educational program , in relation to the above item s, does 
not lend itse lf to  assessm ent in te rm s of the am ount of money spent on the 
program . "Inputs" such as the  size of classes (number of teachers), salaries, 
m aterials of instruction and course offerings can be objectively assessed in 
respect to the amount of money spent on them . However, "inputs" such as the 
philosophy, student m otivation and application, and background of teachers do 
not lend them selves to  d irect assessm ent in term s of m onetary cost. Alexander, 
e t  al. (1980:163) com m ented on the  quality of education in relation to  student 
achievem ent by stating:
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The qualitative aspects of the education program should be assessed 
in term s of child growth and developm ent...If program adequacy is to  be 
determ ined, then it  must be, a t least in part, measured by improved pupil 
perform ance and/or increased learning outcom es. The generally 
acceptab le measure of learning has been the norm -referenced standardized 
te s t  scores... The qualita tive aspects of the  a lternatives (programs) may 
only be determ ined through m easures of the ir im pact, e .g ., increased 
perform ance.
2. Revenue (Financial Accounting for Local and S ta te  School Systems, 
Barr 1980): Revenues are  defined as additions to  assets which do not increase 
any liability, do not represen t the recovery of an expenditure, and do not 
represent the cancellation of certa in  liabilities w ithout a corresponding increase 
in other liabilities or a decrease in assets. The th ree  types of revenues available 
to  school d istric ts  include:
a. Local sources: This term  includes the am ount of money
produced within the boundaries of the local education agency (school d istric t) 
and available to  the  local education agency for its  use. Money collected  in the 
same am ount by another governm ental unit as an agent of the local education 
agency is recorded as revenue from local sources. Shared revenue (revenue 
levied by another governm ental unit, but shared in proportion to  the amount 
collected within the local education agency) is also recorded as revenue from 
local sources. Specific local revenue sources include: (l) ad valorem taxes; (2) 
sales and use taxes; (3) incom e taxes (not in Louisiana); (4) penalties and in terest 
on taxes; (5) tu ition; (6) transporta tion  fees; (7) in te rest on investm ents; (8) 
ren ta ls of facilities; (9) contributions; (10) revenue from community service 
activ ities; (11) revenue from local governm ental units o ther than local education 
agencies; (12) textbook sales and rentals; (13) income from food services; (14) 
ren t, lease, and royalties from  school lands; and (15) miscellaneous.
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b. S ta te  sources: Revenue from funds produced within the bound­
aries of and collected by the s ta te  and distributed to  local education agencies in 
am ounts d ifferen t proportionately from those which were co llected  within such 
local education agencies. Specific sources of s ta te  revenue include: (1) Minimum 
Foundation Program distributions; (2) Sixteenth Section Land Fund (withdrawals); 
(3) revenue sharing, including base and excess apportionm ent; (4) employer's 
contributions to  teachers ' re tirem en t; (5) vocational education; (6) Sixteenth 
Section Land Fund (in terest); (7) crippled and exceptional children's program; (8) 
adult education; (9) driver education; (10) food services; and (11) miscellaneous 
sources.
c. Federal sources: Revenue from funds collected by the  Federal 
Government and distributed to  local education agencies in amounts th a t d iffer in 
proportion from those which w ere collected within such local education agencies. 
It is unim portant w hether the  funds are  distributed directly  to  the local 
education agency by the  Federal Government or through some intervening 
agency such as the s ta te . Some specific item s of federal revenue include: (1) 
federally  a ffec ted  areas; (2) Elem entary and Secondary Education Act funds; (3) 
National Defense Education A ct funds; (4) vocational education; (5) adult 
education; (6) school food service and special milk program funds; (7) Education 
of the  Handicapped A ct funds; (8) school boards' share of amounts received due 
to  loss of taxes because of federal housing projects; (9) school boards' share of 
proceeds from sales of tim ber of Federal Forest Reserves; and (10) miscellaneous 
o thers.
3. P roperty or ad valorem ta x : A tax  on w ealth, e ither real or personal 
(tangible or intangible), levied a t a uniform ra te  in the taxing jurisdiction (Mort 
e t  al, 1960). The Louisiana S ta te  Constitution (1975) classifies property subject
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to  ad valorem taxation  as: (a) land; (b) im provements for residential purposes; 
and (c) o ther property as specifically defined. Only real property is subject to  
taxation in Louisiana.
4. Sales ta x : A tax  upon the sale of re ta il, the use, the  lease or ren ta l, 
the consumption, and the  storage for consumption of tangible personal property 
and on sales of services defined by law (Gremillion, 1976).
5. School d is tr ic ts : Any local governm ental unit authorized by consti­
tu tional provisions and legislative s ta tu te s  to  operate public elem entary and 
secondary schools. In Louisiana, the  parish is the geographical governm ental unit 
for school d istric ts  with the exception of the city  school systems of Bogalusa and 
Monroe (Gremillion, 1976).
6. Millage r a te : A mill is defined as one-tenth  of a cen t. The millage 
ra te  is the to ta l authorized number of mills according to  constitutional
provisions or legal s ta tu te s  on which a piece of property is subject to  levy (Johns 
e t al., 1983).
7. Assessed .valuation of property for taxable purposes: A specified 
percentage of the fa ir m arket value of property subject to  taxation  (Louisiana 
S tate  C onstitution, 1975). In Louisiana, residential property is assessed a t  10
percent and other property a t  15 percent of actual cash value as determ ined by
the S ta te  Constitution of 1975.
8. Average daily membership (ADM): The number of students registered 
in public elem entary and secondary schools in a school d is tric t divided by a 
constant number of days th a t is defined by the  length of the reporting period 
being used. The reporting period used was one hundred eighty days. Average 
daily membership included students who w ere absent as well as present
(Alexander e t  al., 1980).
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9. Expenditure per pupil: The curren t expenditures of a school d istric t 
divided by the number of reg istered  students in the d is tric t (131st Annual R eport, 
Louisiana S tate  D epartm ent of Education, 1979-80).
10. Minimum Foundation Program ; The Louisiana S tate  Constitution 
(1975) defined the  Minimum Foundation Program as a guaranteed minimum 
foundation program of education in all elem entary and secondary schools. Funds 
for support of the program are equitably allocated to  parish and city  school 
system s according to  the equalization formula adopted by the S tate  Board of 
Elem entary and Secondary Education. The equalization formula as used in the 
Minimum Foundation Program is the cost of the education program for each 
school d is tric t minus support for the program from local sources plus the amount 
provided by the s ta te  to  equalize (Alexander e t al., 1980). The cost phase of the 
equalization form ula includes a number of item s which the s ta te  defined as the 
minimum educational program each school d is tric t is to  m aintain. The item s 
include: (l) teachers (regular and special education); (2) adm inistrators and 
supervisors of instruction; (3) u tilities , insurance, e tc .; (4) transportation  of 
pupils; (5) special education; (6) support for mandated costs (sabbatical leave, 
severance pay a t  re tirem en t or death, workmen's com pensation and 
unemployment com pensation); and (7) salary adjustm ents for personnel not 
covered by a salary schedule. The local support phase of the form ula is the 
am ount th a t local school d istric ts  are  responsible for funding and is defined as 
5.5 mills of the curren t assessed valuation of taxable property in the school 
d is tric t. The equalization phase of the  form ula is the amount provided by the 
s ta te  to  fund the cost of the  educational program not funded by local d is tric t 
support.
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11. Per cap ita  Income: The am ount of to ta l personal income of indivi­
duals residing in a governm ental unit divided by some unit of measure. For the 
purpose of this study, per cap ita  income was rela ted  to  the personal income of 
individuals residing in the defined boundaries of the school d istric t or the s ta te  
(131st Annual R eport of the Louisiana S tate  D epartm ent of Education, 1979-80).
12. D isparities of revenue available to  school d istric ts  from s ta te  and 
local sources: The exhibited differences of school d istric ts  in relation to  the 
am ount of revenues received from s ta te  and local sources which a re  usually 
a ttribu ted  to  the use of the ad valorem tax  as the major supplier of revenue from 
local sources (Yeaky e t  al.,1980; Terrill, 1979).
D elim itations of the  Study
The following delim itations were followed in the study:
1. D ata for the 1975 and 1980 school years are used.
2. The sixty-six local school d istric ts in Louisiana are included.
3. Only public schools are included. No e ffo rt is made to  place a value 
upon public funds (federal, s ta te , and local) utilized for services in nonpublic 
schools.
4. Revenues from federal, s ta te , and local sources are  included.
Significance of the  Study
The Louisiana S tate  D epartm ent of Education in its  131st Annual Report 
(1979-80) s ta ted  th a t school d is tric ts  in Louisiana received relatively less of their 
revenue for financing education from local sources and relatively  more from 
s ta te  and federal sources when compared to  national averages. In term s of fiscal 
equalization, Louisiana consistently ranked among the highest s ta tes  (Alexander 
e t  al., 1980). Based on these descriptions, i t  might be concluded th a t in term s of
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available revenue, school d is tric ts  in Louisiana would generally have parity  
because of the heavy reliance on the  s ta te  as the major supplier of revenue for 
financing operation of the schools. This conclusion may be misleading because 
the descriptions do not give an accu ra te  view of the  financial situations of 
individual school d is tric ts  when com pared with one another.
From a review of data  found in the  Louisiana S tate  D epartm ent of 
Education's 131st Annual R eport, 1979-80, a wide range of discrepancies was 
observed among the school d istric ts  in term s of to ta l revenue received from 
s ta te  and local sources. Alexander e t al. (1980) s ta ted  th a t a school d is tric t in 
the ninety-ninth percentile  of s ta te  and local revenue received in 1978, had over 
tw ice the s ta te  and local revenue of the school d is tric t in the firs t percentile . In 
an analysis of the s ta te  and local revenue per average daily membership of 
students for 1978, Alexander e t  al. (1980) presented data  th a t showed the  mean 
revenue among school d istric ts  in Louisiana was $1,323. The highest d is tric t 
received $2,112 per average daily membership and the lowest d is tric t received 
$1,015, a range of $1,097.
Alexander e t al. (1980) concluded there  were wide differences among school 
d is tric ts  in the amount of revenue received from s ta te  and local sources in 1978. 
The curren t study a ttem p ts  to  substan tiate  and expand those findings by 
comparing financial data  in 1975 and 1980 and by including an in-depth exam in­
ation of revenue programs from each governm ental level. Whereas, Alexander e t 
al. (1980) com pared Louisiana to  other s ta te s , the  focus of this study cen ters on 
individual school d is tric ts . Included in the  curren t study was an analysis of the 
following variables to  determ ine the ir relationship to  the revenue received by 
school d is tric ts  in Louisiana in 1975 and 1980:
1. Revenues received from  authorized school d is tric t ad valorem taxes.
2. Revenues received from  authorized school d is tric t sales taxes.
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3. Assessed valuations of taxable property within each school d is tric t.
4. Per cap ita  income of individuals residing within school d istric t 
boundaries.
5. Per pupil expenditures of school d istric ts .
The im portance of the cu rren t study is th a t it  provides a  comprehensive 
analysis of major sources of revenue received by school d is tric ts  in Louisiana in 
1975 and 1980. The study also provides a basis to  determ ine what degree and in 
w hat ways revenue disparities occurred among school d is tric ts  during those years 
and serves as a means for identifying changes in revenue rece ip ts. At the same 
tim e, the  study serves as a  source docum ent for educators, school 
adm inistrators, governm ental agencies, and the public in general for inform ation 
rela ting  to  the financing of public schools in Louisiana.
While selected areas of educational finance in Louisiana have previously 
been analyzed, there  have been no comprehensive studies th a t addressed school 
d istic t revenues in a detailed manner. The cu rren t study does this by examining 
revenue and resulting disparities among school d istric ts  in Louisiana.
As alluded to  earlier, the  educational opportunities offered by a school 
d is tric t are  prim arily dependent on the  w ealth of the d is tric t. A school d is tric t 
with less revenue cannot afford to  fund its  program a t the sam e level as th a t of 
a richer d istric t. The sm aller funding could be m anifested in a number of ways 
including: larger classes, program reduction or elim ination, poorer facilities, and 
lack of m aterials, all of which have some influence on the quality of the 
d istric t's  educational program. It is this issue in particu lar which provides the 
raison d 'e tre  for this study. D isparities of revenue among school d is tric ts  could 
resu lt in inequities in the  quality of education offered students in those d istric ts .
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Organization of the Rem ainder of the Study
The rem ainder of the study is organized with Chapter 2 presenting a review 
of lite ra tu re  on relevant aspects of educational financing. C hapter 3 includes 
the methods and procedures used in the study, with sources of d a ta , com pilation 
of data, com putational and s ta tis tic a l procedures presented and discussed. 
Chapter 4 presents data analysis and em pirical findings. C hapter 5 concludes the 
study with a presentation of a  summary, findings, discussion, and suggestions for 
fu ture research.
Chapter 2
A REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
Public elem entary and secondary education in the United S tates is 
conducted through a partnership arrangem ent of federal, s ta te , and local 
governm ental units (Burrup, 1974; Reischauer and Hartm an, 1973). The United 
S tates Constitution makes no d irect reference to  education. As a resu lt, by 
virtue of th e  Tenth Amendment to  the  United S tates Constitution, which gives 
s ta tes  all authority  not delegated to  the  federal governm ent, s ta tes  have the 
u ltim ate responsibility for public eJucation  (Foshay, 1963, H azle tt, 1971; 
Goldman, 1971; Kimbrough and Nunnery, 1983). All s ta tes  have made provisions 
for education through constitu tional requirem ents and legislative s ta tu tes . 
These provisions define the  s ta te s ' educational philosophies, organizational and 
adm inistrative arrangem ents, curricula requirem ents, and methods of appor­
tioning funds for financing operation of the schools (Johns and Morphet, 1960).
The operational responsibilities, as determ ined by the s ta te s ' constitu tional 
and legislative provisions, have been delegated to  the local school d istric ts . Thet
authority  given local school d istric ts  usually encompasses areas th a t include 
the ir right to  exist, to  construct schools, to  levy taxes to  obtain local financial 
support, and a myriad of o ther functions and responsibilities associated with the 
establishm ent and operation of the school educational process (Goldman, 1971).
The role of public schools in the United S tates is financed from revenue 
obtained a t  the th ree  levels of governm ent. The percentage of to ta l revenue
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provided by each governm ental unit has varied over the years. The National 
Education Association Estim ates of School S tatistics provides the most recen t 
figures relating to  revenue rece ip ts  for support of public education. These 
s ta tis tic s  indicate th a t 7.40 percen t of the to ta l education revenue in the United 
S tates cam e from the  federal govenm ent, 50.30 percent from s ta te  governm ents, 
and 42.30 percent from local governm ental sources during 1982-83. S tatistics 
provided in the  Sta tis tica l A bstract of the United S tates 1980 showed th a t in 
1960, the federal governm ent provided 4.40 percent of the to ta l educational 
revenue, s ta te  governm ents provided 39.10 percent, and 56.60 percent cam e from 
local d istric t sources. In 1930, the  federal governm ent supplied .30 percent of 
the to ta l education revenue in th e  United S tates, s ta te  governm ents provided 
17.00 percent, and local levels of governm ent provided 82.70 percen t (Johns e t 
al., 1983).
As shown in the above s ta tis tic s , the trend  in revenues for financing 
education has shifted from one of prim ary responsibility of local governm ental 
units to  the point th a t s ta tes  a re  currently  providing alm ost half of the funds for 
financing education. Johns e t  al. (1983) indicated th a t the changes in percen­
tages of revenue from the  th ree  levels of governm ent occurred because of: (1) 
the unpopularity of the  local property tax ; (2) the unequal distribution of w ealth 
among school d istric ts; (3) public demand for equalizing educational opportun­
ities; and (4) the accessibility of the  s ta te  to  tax  sources not available to  local 
school d istric ts .
The prim ary source of revenue received a t  the local governm ental level is 
in the  form of funds generated by the ad valorem tax (Terrill, 1979; Norton, 1966; 
Savard, 1971). Yeaky e t  al. (1980) indicated th a t 98.00 percent of the to ta l 
education revenue receip ts obtained from local sources in the  United S tates w ere 
from taxes on properties within each d is tric t. Burrup (1974) and Alexander e t al.
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(1980) indicated th a t a lim ited number of s ta te s  authorize the collection of sales 
taxes as another means local school d is tric ts  use to  obtain revenue to  operate 
schools.
S ta te  governm ents have generally provided financial assistance to  local 
school d is tric ts  through a  fla t gran t or equalization form of aid (Norton, 1966; 
Burrup, 1974; Harrison, 1976). Under these plans, revenue is distributed to  local 
d is tric ts  based on a constant number of dollars per some unit of measure or by an 
am ount determ ined by an equalization form ula in a minimum foundation 
program. Tron (1980) reported  th a t in 1978-79, all s ta te s  except Hawaii and 
North Carolina allocated  s ta te  revenue to  local school d is tric ts  through one of 
four methods: (l) a minimum foundation program ; (2) percentage equalizating 
form of aid; (3) guaranteed yield, or (4) guaranteed tax  base form of aid. Under 
all four program s, s ta te  funds are  provided in an inverse proportion to  local 
taxpaying ability . Tron (1980) also reported  th a t of the four programs, the 
minimum foundation program was the most utilized with tw enty-nine s ta tes  
using equalization form ulas to  provide financial aid to  local school d istric ts .
The federal governm ent has provided financial assistance to  both s ta tes  
and local school d is tric ts  on a categorical basis where funds are  earm arked for 
particular programs or purposes (Reischauer and H artm an, 1973; Savard, 1971). 
Burrup (1974) classified federal aid to  education in th ree  categories: (1) federal 
aid to  s ta te s  to  help finance already etablished programs; (2) federal aid provided 
by the operation of federal program s th a t supplem ent s ta te  established educa­
tional offerings; and (3) federal aid made available to  nonpublic schools.
Early History of Financing Education in the United S tates
Burrup (1974) historically classified the  financial support of schools in the 
United S tates into five periods; the initial responsibility rested  with local school
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d istric ts  but s ta te s  have gradually assumed responsibility to  the ex ten t th a t 
today, the major source of revenue for many school d is tric ts  is in the form of 
s ta te  aid. Burrup's periods include: (1) the period of local d is tric t financial
responsibility with little  or no assistance from the  s ta te ; (2) the period of 
em erging s ta te  responsibility with the use of nonequalizing form s of s ta te  aid to  
local d istric ts; (3) the period of the  beginnings of the  Strayer-Haig concept of 
equalization aid; (4) the  period of the refinem ent of the foundation programs of 
s ta te  aid; and (5) the curren t period of shared cost equalization p ractices.
Burrup's f irs t period corresponds with the  colonial e ra  of the United S tates. 
Schools of th a t era  were prim arily community or church-based or some form of 
private school or home tutorship. Meyer (1979) described education during th a t 
tim e as a private or sem i-private enterprise with responsibility normally resting 
with the church or parents. Johns e t al. (1983) s ta ted  th a t there  was some public 
education in the  New England colonies. These so-called public schools were 
established prim arily on religious grounds. It was thought th a t the inability to  
read would keep children ignorant of the Bible and th a t teaching people to  read 
was the way to  defea t Satan.
The legislative body of the M assachusetts Colony passed the  "Old Satan 
Deluder" Act in 1647 which basically said th a t every town with fifty  homes must 
have a teacher and towns with a t  least one hundred homes m ust have a gram m ar 
school (Cubberly, 1920). The Act also gave the  towns the authority  to  levy 
certa in  taxes to  help finance the  schools. Johns e t  al. (1983:2) pointed out the 
significance of this a c t in relation to  the  role of the s ta te  in education. The Act:
1. Set the precedent for the  authority  of the s ta te  to  establish 
education requirem ents.
2. Gave local governm ental units the authority  to  levy taxes to 
assist in financing schools.
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3. D em onstrated th a t if a s ta te  requires an educational program 
to  be provided, i t  must also provide a means for financing 
th a t program.
Sources of revenue to  finance education and the  operation of the schools during 
the colonial period w ere mainly in the form of tu ition , ra te  bills, lo tteries, 
contributions, and to  a lesser ex ten t some selective taxes as previously 
mentioned (Burrup, 1974; H azle tt, 1971; Cohn, 1974; Rodriguez and Davis, 1974).
The pa tte rn  established during the colonial era  continued until the la tte r  
part of the  18th century and the beginning of the  19th century when the  local 
property tax  began to  em erge as the prim ary source of revenue available to  
school d istric ts  (H azlett, 1971). The "free school or common school movement" 
under the leadership of Horace Mann and Henry Bernard began to  em erge in the 
early  1800's and by 1820-30 was gathering public support (Cohn, 1974). Mann, in 
M assachusetts, and Bernard, in C onnecticut sought to  develop a plan for 
education th a t was open to  all children and financed by the public treasury  
(Campbell e t  al., 1980). Horace Mann was probably the most compelling force 
behind the establishm ent of free , public financed schools in the  "free school 
movement" in the  United S ta tes. Serving in the  M assachusetts legislature for 
ten  years and in 1837 as th e  Secretary of the  M assachusetts S tate  Board of 
Education, Mann sought to  inform and unify the  people regarding public 
education (Campbell e t  al., 1980). As th e  "free school movement" gained 
momentum, tw o commonly used methods of financing the  schools were the use of 
proceeds from s ta te  land sales and from s ta te  lo tte ries  (Cohn, 1974). Cohn 
indicated th a t as the number of schools grew, the  need for more revenue also 
grew. This need was m et by many localities by the  establishm ent of a  tax  on 
real property.
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By 1890, all s ta tes  had public tax  supported schools with the  local property 
tax  supplying the  major portion of revenue with s ta te s  supplying some assistance 
through d irec t appropriations or grants (Burrup, 1974; H azle tt, 1971). With the 
growth of student enrollm ents a t the  turn of 'the nineteenth century , the  local 
property tax  was losing its  power to  supply the  needed revenue to  finance 
operation of the  schools and s ta te s  began to  assume more responsibility in 
providing financial aid to  school d is tric ts  (H azle tt, 1971).
Arvid Burke (1975:395) described the conditions of the  local school systems 
in the early 1900’s which led to  increased s ta te  support:
A fter decentralized school systems were once established, s ta tes  
found th a t there were wide differences in school attendance, length of 
term s, qualifications of teachers, and physical fac ilities ...S ta tes  
generally a ttem p ted  to  a tta in  minimum standards a t f irs t through local 
support which resulted  in very unequal tax  burdens.
S tates becam e very concerned about the variations in the quality of educational
programs among the local school d istric ts  and sought to  establish minimum
standards which would guarantee some equalization of educational opportunities
among the  local school d is tric ts . Many d istric ts  could not afford to  finance the
establishm ent of the minimum standards d ic ta ted  by the s ta tes  and as a result,
s ta te s  eventually learned th a t the minimum standards could not be required
unless financial assistance was provided in the form of s ta te  aid (Johns e t  al.,
\ y  0 3 ) .
The Birth of S ta te  Equalization Aid in the United S tates
Ellwood P. Cubberly (1905) was the firs t individual to  fully research the 
financing of education through the  funding of local school d is tric t taxing 
capacity  and s ta te  support to  those d istric ts . Roe Johns (1969:175) summarized 
Cubberly's findings as follows:
22
1. Due to  unequal distribution of wealth, the demands set by the s ta tes  
for maintaining minimum standards cause very unequal burdens. 
What one com munity can do with ease is often an excessive burden 
for another.
2. The excessive burden of com munities, borne in large part for the 
common good, should be equalized by the  s ta te .
3. A s ta te  school tax  best equalizes the burdens.
4. Any form of s ta te  taxation  for schools fails to  accomplish the 
ends for which it was crea ted  unless a wise system of distribution 
is provided.
5. Few s ta te s  had as yet evolved a just and equitable plan for 
distributing the  funds they had a t hand.
In response to  the  conditions relating to  the effo rts  of local school d istric ts
to  provide sufficient revenue to  m eet a minimum standard of education,
Cubberly sought to develop a  plan for s ta te  support to  local school d istric ts  tha t
would provide some standardization and equality of educational opportunity
among the local d is tric ts . Cubberly believed th a t s ta tes  should be responsible
for education. In a revised version of his doctoral dissertation, School Funds and
Their Apportionment, Cubberly s ta ted  (1905:17):
Theoretically all the  children of the s ta te  are equally 
im portant and are  en titled  to  have the  same advantages; p ractically  
this can never be quite tru e . The duty of the instruction is 
as much as possible, bu t not to  reduce all to  this minimum; to  place a 
premium on those local effo rts  which will enable local com m unities to  rise 
above the legal minimum as fa r as possible; and to  encourge 
com m unities to  extend the ir educational energies to  new and desirable 
undertakings.
Cubberly's plan for s ta te  support of local school d istric ts , which has com e to  be 
known as the  fla t grant approach to  s ta te  funding, included the following c rite ria  
(Cohn, 1974):
1. The best method for distribution of s ta te  funds was a  com bination of 
the teachers actually  employed and the aggregate days of students' a ttendance.
2. School d istric ts  would receive a general grant from the s ta te  based 
on the above c rite ria .
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3. Special funds would be provided to  encourage local school d istric ts  to 
establish special programs such as secondary education and manual training for 
students.
4. S tates would d istribute equalizing grants in addition to  general 
support to  those school d is tric ts  which had taxed them selves to  full capacity  but 
were still unable to  m eet the minimum standards.
Cubberly's ideas w ere the  beginnings of the equalization theories of s ta te  
aid to  local school d is tric ts . His proposals w ere refined and expanded by la te r 
education financial theorists who sought to  develop programs th a t would insure 
equalization of financial support among local school d istric ts  through s ta te  aid to 
those d istric ts .
While George S trayer and R obert Haig (1923) accepted  Cubberly's 
fundam ental concepts, they found his f la t g rant program still produced inequities 
among local school d is tric ts  in term s of available revenue from local sources and 
from the  s ta te . In the ir research on the  New York program, S trayer and Haig 
found th a t Cubberly's plan em phasized only the human approach, teachers 
employed and students enrolled, and did not take  into consideration the  financial 
condition of local school d is tric ts . Referring to  the financial condition of local 
school d istric ts  in New York in the early  1920's, S trayer and Haig (1923:162) 
s ta ted :
Approximately one-half of the s ta te  aid is entirely  unaffected  
by the  richness of the  local econom ic resources back of the teacher, 
and the portion which is so affec ted  is allocated in a manner which 
favors both the very rich and the very poor localities a t  the expense 
of those which are  m oderately well off.
Drawing on Cubberly's ideas of equalization, Strayer and Haig developed a 
plan of s ta te  equalization of school support based on the following principles 
(3ohns, 1969:175):
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]. A local school tax  in support of the satisfac to ry  minimum 
offering would be levied in each school d is tric t a t a ra te  
which would provide the  necessary funds for th a t purpose in 
the richest d is tric t.
2. The richest d is tric t then might raise all of its  school
money by means of th e  local tax , assuming th a t a  satisfacto ry  
tax , capable of being locally adm inistered, could be devised.
3. Every other d is tric t could be perm itted  to  levy a local tax  
a t the same ra te  and apply the proceeds tow ard the cost of 
schools, but
4. since the ra te  is uniform , this tax  would be sufficient to 
m eet the costs only in the richest d istric t and the defi­
ciencies would be made up by s ta te  subventions.
The principles outlined by Strayer and Haig were developed into what has come
to  be called the  Strayer-H aig program . T. H. Jones (1971:9) summarized the
Strayer-H aig program as follows:
1. The s ta te  determ ines the  cost per pupil of a satisfactory  
minimum educational program.
2. The property tax  ra te  which the w ealth iest d is tric t in the 
s ta te  would have to  levy in order to  finance this satisfactory  
minimum is com puted.
3. Each d is tric t in the s ta te  is required to  tax  a t  the ra te  
needed in the  w ealth iest d is tric t to  finance this minimum 
offering.
4. The s ta te  grants to  each local d is tric t a sum equal to  the 
d ifference between the  amount raised locally a t the mandatory 
tax  ra te  and the am ount required to  finance the  satisfactory  
minimum offering.
Paul Mort was a student of S trayer who expanded the  Strayer-Haig 
minimum foundation concept, and it was his ideas which led many s ta te s  to  
im plem ent variations of the S trayer-H aig minimum foundation program as their 
method of s ta te  support to  local school d istric ts  (Cohn, 1974). Mort defined his 
idea of a  sa tisfac to ry  minimum foundation program in his doctoral dissertation, 
The M easurement of Educational Need published in 1924. Mort (1924:6) fe lt th a t 
the  following item s should be included in a s ta te  equalization program:
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1. An educational activ ity  found in most or all communities throughout 
the  s ta te  is acceptable as an elem ent of an equalization program.
2. Unusual expenditures for m eeting the  general requirem ents 
due to  causes over which a local community has li ttle  or no 
control may be recognized as required by the equalization 
program. If they arise  from causes reasonably within the 
control of the community they cannot be considered as 
demanded by the equalization program.
3. Some com munities offer more years of schooling or a more 
costly type of education than is common. If it  can be 
established th a t unusual conditions require any such 
additional offerings, they may be recognized as a part of 
the  equalization program.
Mort (1924:8) defined a sa tisfac to ry  equalization program as follows:
A satisfac to ry  equalization program would demand th a t each 
community have as many elem entary and high school classroom or 
teacher units, or the ir equivalent, as is typical for communities 
having the sam e number of children to  educate . It would demand 
th a t each of these classrooms m eet certa in  requirem ents as to 
s truc tu re  and physical environm ent. It would demand th a t each 
of these classroom s be provided with a teacher, course of study, 
equipm ent, supervision, and auxiliary ac tiv ities  m eeting certain  
minimum requirem ents. It would demand th a t some communities 
furnish special facilities, such as transportation .
Mort’s program sought to  develop equitable measures of educational need th a t
s ta te s  could use as a determ inant for deriving the amount of s ta te  appropriation
for equalization. He developed the "weighted pupil" concept which basically
m eant th a t d ifferen t schools required different numbers of teachers in relation
to  elem entary or high schools. His concept of weighted pupils was la te r applied
to  students in vocational programs, exceptional education, and com pensatory
program s to  be used as a measuring criterion  to  provide for the ex tra  costs of
these programs. In a  national study of s ta te  support conducted in 1931, Mort
found th a t the minimum program provided in nearly every s ta te  was far below
w hat was being provided in com m unities of average w ealth , and th a t many s ta te s
w ere not using adequate measures to  determ ine educational need (Johns, e t al.,
1983). The study concluded th a t inequities of m easurem ent occurred because of
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inatten tion  to  variations in th e  sizes of schools, variations of d istic ts , costs of 
high schools, transportation , and cap ita l outlays. Mort fe lt th a t the  weighted 
pupil concept could allev iate the  inequities found the study. Using the  "weighted 
pupil" as the  measurem ent criterion  to  determ ine the  amount of s ta te  aid would 
make allowances for the variations in costs among the local school d istric ts  
(Johns, e t al., 1983).
Two other individuals who developed plans for s ta te  aid to  local school 
d istric t w ere Harlan Updegraff and Henry Morrison. Updegraff, developing his 
theory in 1921, sought to  include the  concepts of equalization of educational 
e ffo rt and reward for e ffo rt within the  sam e form ula (Johns e t  al., 1983). 
Updegraff (1922:117) summarized his ideas on efficiency and e ffo rt:
The effic ien t participation of citizens in the  responsibility 
of citizenship should be prom oted by making the  ex ten t of the 
s ta te 's  contribution dependent upon local action...E fficiency 
in the conduct of schools should be prom oted by increasing the 
s ta te  grant whenever th e  true  tax  is increased and by lowering 
it  whenever the local tax  is decreased.
The two basic ideas introduced in Updegraff's plan w ere the use of the  teacher
unit as the basis for distribution of money and th e  use of a sliding scale th a t
would give increasing amounts of s ta te  aid as the  amount of tax  increased in the
local d is tric t (Cohn, 1974). The teacher unit would be a standard number of
students per class which could vary depending on the  type of class. Under
U pdegraff's plan, the school d is tric ts  with the lower property values per teacher
unit would receive proportionately more s ta te  aid (Cohn, 1974). Cohn sta ted  th a t
U pdegraff's model of s ta te  aid was not widely accep ted , although a few s ta tes
did u tilize i t  as their program of s ta te  aid. Johns, e t al., (1983) noted th a t
Updegraff's model was rediscovered and labeled "power equalizing" in the 1970's.
Henry Morrison in School Revenue (1930) proposed a system of s ta te
support in which all local school d is tric ts  would be abolished and the  s ta te  would
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be the unit for taxation and adm inistration of the schools. Morrison fe lt 
a ttem p ts  a t  s ta te  equalization had failed and th a t inequities among local school 
d istric ts  were occurring. Morrison's ideas w ere rejected , but Hawaii currently  
maintains a system of statew ide education with no local school d is tric ts  which is 
sim ilar to  his plan of full s ta te  funding for education (Cohn, 1974).
Influences of th e  Courts on Education
The role of the  federal governm ent in education has been one of indirect 
support, but over the  years th e  decisions of the judiciary and ac ts  of the United 
S tates Congress have resulted  in some federal controls. Alexander (1980) s ta ted  
th a t the controls cam e prim arily from  th ree  sources: (l) acquiescence by sta tes  
in accepting federal grants, which are provided under the authority  given by the 
"General Welfare Clause" of the  United S tates Constitution; (2) public schools 
may come under' certa in  standards or regulations which the Congress has 
authorized within the "Com m erce Clause" of the Constitution; and (3) courts 
may constrain public school ac tiv ities  where they come in conflict with federal 
constitutional provisions pro tecting  individual rights and freedom s.
The major federal influences on education come from th ree  prim ary 
sources: (1) decisions of the United S tates Supreme Court and lower federal
courts; (2) ac ts  of the  United S tates Congress; and (3) activ ities of the  United 
S tates D epartm ent of Education and other Federal agencies (Kimbrough and 
Nunnery, 1983). Morphet, Johns, and Reller (1982) reported th a t th e  National 
C enter for Education S ta tis tics  compiled a  chronological list of federal ac ts 
relating to education. The lis t included eighty-seven d ifferen t federal s ta tu te s  
with fifteen  enacted between 1787 and 1940, eighteen from 1941 to  1957, and 
fifty -four between 1958 and 1978. Morphet, e t  al. went on to  s ta te  th a t in the
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la te  1970's the  United S tates Office of Education adm inistered one hundred 
fourteen d ifferen t education programs and th a t in 1979, the National C enter for 
Education S tatistics reported  th irty -tw o federal agencies which adm inistered 
federal funds appropriated for education. Monahan and Hengst (1982) reported 
th a t between 1789 and 1971, approxim ately fo rty  thousand court cases rela ting  to  
education were heard by s ta te  and federal courts.
The United S tates Supreme Court and lower federal courts have made 
decisions th a t have had profound e ffe c t on educational policies and practices. 
Kimbrough and Nunnery (1983) listed the major areas of judicial /influence on 
education. These included: racial desegregation, religious exercise and instruc­
tion, individual rights of students and teachers, and s ta te  financial plans for 
schools.
J. C. Hogan (1974) classified the decisions of the judiciary re la tive  to  
education in five stages:
1. From 1789 to  1850, courts more or less ignored education. Education 
was- seen as a s ta te  and local m atter and courts heard ony a lim ited number of 
cases relative to  education.
2. During the period 1850 to  1950, m ost judicial cases were heard by 
s ta te  courts. Only a few education-related  cases were heard by th e  United 
S tates Supreme Court.
3. Around 1950, federal courts recognized th a t many s ta te  laws and 
s ta te  court decisions w ere not in line with federal constitu tional requirem ents. 
As a resu lt, federal courts, including the United S tates Supreme C ourt, heard a 
large number of cases relating to  education.
4. Currently, courts, both federal and s ta te , a re  expanding the  scope of 
the ir powers in many areas of education, including adm inistration, organization, 
and programs of the schools.
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5. In 1973, the  United S tates Supreme C ourt in San Antonio Independent 
School D istric t v. Rodriguez found the  Texas system , dependent on property 
taxes to  finance education, constitu tional. The Court s ta ted  education was not a 
constitutionally  guaranteed right which se t the  stage for "stric t construction" of 
the  constitution.
The constitutional basis for federal judicial involvement in education has 
been centered  around a small number of provisions (Campbell e t al. 1980; 
Alexander, 1980; Kimbrough and Nunnery, 1983). These included:
1. A rticle 1, Section 8, the  "General W elfare Clause" which gave 
Congress the right to  levy and co llect taxes to  provide for the nation's defense 
and general w elfare.
2. A rticle 1, Section 10 which refers to  the obligation of con trac ts .
3. The F irst Amendment which re la tes  to  the freedom  of speech and 
religion.
4. The Fourth Amendment which re la tes  to  individual rights against 
unw arranted search and seizure.
5. The F ifth  Amendment which involves pro tection  against self-incrim i­
nation.
6. The Eighth Amendment which re la tes  to  cruel and unusual 
punishment.
7. The Fourteenth Amendment which involves the rights of individuals 
to  due process and equal opportunity.
The constitutional provisions listed  above have been used by individuals or groups 
to  question a  law, policy, or adm inistrative decision rela ting  to  education.
Numerous court cases have resulted in decisions th a t have influenced the 
financing of public education. Litigation has generally re la ted  to : (1) methods 
used by s ta te  legislatures to  regulate and control educational revenues and
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expenditures; (2) legal requirem ents for taxation ; (3) legal requirem ents for 
budgeting and accounting; W  legal authority  to  issue bonds, hold bond elections 
and impose certa in  fees on students; and (5) the  constitu tionality  of s ta tes ' 
school aid form ulas (Alexander, 1980).
Individuals' com plaints against s ta tes ' system s of financing public education 
have been generally based on the inequities of educational opportunities among 
school d istric ts  th a t have been brought about by the use of the property tax  as 
the major supplier of local revenue (Campbell e t al., 1980; Alexander, 1980). 
These individuals argued th a t richer d is tric ts  w ere able to  provide more 
educational opportunities for the ir students than the poorer school d is tric ts , a 
violation of the Fourteenth Amendment (Alexander, 1980). It was contended th a t 
such s ta te  financing schemes favored a  "suspect classification," those who 
resided in the w ealthier d is tric ts . The two major cases in this issue were Serrano 
v. P riest and San Antonio Independent School D istric t v. Rodriguez (Alexander, 
1980; Monahan and Hengst, 1982). Both s ta te s  in these cases financed education 
through a minimum foundation program in which s ta te  distributions w ere to  
provide revenue equalization for school d is tric ts  in relation to  the local w ealth 
of the d is tric t and cost of the educational program .
Serrano v. P riest involved California's system  of financing education and 
was heard by th e  California Supreme Court in 1971. Monahan and Hengst (1982) 
reported  th a t the California Supreme Court declared the California system 
unconstitutional in th a t it did produce inequities of educational opportunities 
among school d istric ts , which was in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment.
In 1973, th e  United S ta tes  Supreme Court reviewed the San Antonio 
Independent School D istric t v. Rodriguez case and found the  Texas' system of 
financing public education to  be constitu tional. Monahan and Hengst (1982) 
indicated th a t the rationale behind the C ourt's decision was th a t education was
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not mentioned in the federal constitu tion and challenges to  school financing 
system s should be brought on s ta te  constitu tional grounds ra ther than federal 
constitutional grounds.
Over th irty  cases sim ilar to  Serrano and Rodriguez have reached s ta te  or 
federal courts. Monahan and Hengst (1982) s ta ted  the major outcom es of the 
cases have been the reform  of many s ta te s ' system s of financing public 
education.
Pertinent A cts of the United S tates Congress 
Dealing w ith Federal Aid to  Education
The United S tates Congress en tered  the educational finance picture with 
the  passage of the Land G rant Ordinance Acts in 1785 and 1787 (Burrup, 1974; 
H azle tt, 1971). The provisions of these ac ts  granted land to  s ta tes , part of which 
was reserved for educational purposes. In 1862, th e  federal government adopted 
a policy of categorical aid to  s ta te s  to  stim ulate educational ac tiv ity  in certain  
areas (H azlett, 1971). The Morrill Land G rant A ct was passed in an e ffo rt to 
support college level studies by allo tting  land to  the s ta te s  (H azlett, 1971). 
H azle tt s ta ted  th a t the f irs t major financial support for school d istric ts  was with 
the passage of the  Smith-Hughes Act in 1917, which sought to  stim ulate 
vocational education in the schools in the United S tates. Since th a t tim e, 
federal support of education through categorical aid has been increasing. Some 
of the more im portant federal legislation in recen t years th a t provided financial 
aid to education included (Johns e t  al., 1983):
1. The Federal Im pact A rea Aid A ct (Lanham Act) of 1941 which 
provided financial support to  local school d istric ts  where m ilitary bases or other 
governm ental units might be located .
2. The National Defense Education Act of 1958 which provided funds to  
stim ulate science and m athem atical education in the  schools.
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3. The E lem entary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 which was one 
of the  most im portant federal legislative enactm ents to  date  for providing 
financial assistance to  education. This a c t contained a broad program of aid 
under five title s , one of which provided funds to  assist educational programs for 
low income children.
4. The Education of the Handicapped Act-Public Law 9*1-142 which 
provided financial assistance for establishing appropriate educational programs 
for those students identified as being handicapped or having some other type of 
exceptionality .
Savage (1981) described the philosophy of the executive branch of the 
federal governm ent as currently  emphasizing budgetary cutbacks with less power 
in education by the  federal governm ent, less money for education by the  federal 
governm ent, and more control in education by s ta te  and local governm ents. This 
philosophy was realized with the  passage of the Education Consolidation and 
Improvem ent Act of 1981 which repealed a  number of federal s ta tu te s  relating to  
education including the E lem entary and Secondary Act of 1965. The ac t also 
provided the  im petus for a sh ift from categorical aid to  block funding by the 
federal governm ent, in th a t i t  consolidated th irty -tw o federal aid categorical 
programs into a single block gran t to  be distributed to  the  s ta te s  on a percentage 
basis.
H istorical Background of S ta te  Fund Distributions in Louisiana
H istorically, education in Louisiana has paralleled developm ent in o ther 
s ta te s . Harris (1924) pointed out th a t the  ea rlies t schools were either church 
schools or private lay schools. These schools w ere financially supported by 
tuition fees and donations from  private  individuals and groups. H arris also
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indicated th a t private tutorship in homes played a large part in the early 
educational e ffo rt in Louisiana.
The rise of public schools in Louisiana was a slow process with the early 
sentim ent tow ards such schools as prim arily negative (Harris, 1924). The few so- 
called public schools th a t w ere in existence w ere seen as schools for indigent 
children and not for children of the w ell-to-do.
Harris indicated th a t th e re  were only a few effo rts  by the  Louisiana 
T errito rial Legislature to  establish some sort of public arrangem ent in the 
Territory of Louisiana. A fter Louisiana becam e a s ta te  in 1812, the  legislature 
proceeded to  c rea te  a public school machinery and to  make some provisions for 
public school funds. In 1821, the  Louisiana Legislature passed the General School 
Act which, in part, authorized the s ta te  to  provide $800 to  each parish th a t 
m aintained a t  least one public school for a minimum session of th ree  months and 
empowered police juries to  appropriate as much as $1,000 annually for support of 
the  public schools.
The General School Act of 1833 established a new method of distribution of 
s ta te  funds to  local school d is tric ts  (Gremillion, 1976). Under the provisions of 
the ac t, money was distributed based on the number of children enrolled in 
schools. Gremillion went on to  s ta te  th a t in 1847, th e  Louisiana legislature 
changed the basis for allocating s ta te  funds from the number of students enrolled 
to  the  number of children betw een the ages of six and seventeen who resided in 
the school d istric ts . This method of distribution was used until the la te  1920's.
During th e  mid-1800's and extending into the  early  1900's, revenue for 
financing th e  operation of the schools was obtained from  s ta te  and local sources, 
prim arily in th e  form of s ta te  and local ad valorem taxes (Alexander e t al., 1980; 
H arris, 1924).
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In 1929, T. H. H arris, the  S ta te  Superintendent of Education, reported th a t 
many school d istric ts  w ere a t  the  point of bankruptcy because the costs of 
education w ere rising and th e  revenue was decreasing (Bulletin No. 166 of the 
Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education, 1929). Harris made reference to  the 
fac t th a t th ree-fourths of the parishes were reporting declining assessm ents and 
th a t the only parishes th a t w ere faring well were the  ones experiencing growth in 
population and industry. Harris w ent on to  s ta te  th a t the poorer parishes 
a ttem p ted  to  finance the schools by levying special m aintenance taxes, but the 
low assessm ents on property on property resulted  in insufficient revenue.
Bulletin No. 166 of the Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education (1929) 
outlined the problems facing school d is tric ts  in Louisiana and presented a plan 
for establishing a system  of s ta te  aid based on George S trayer's principles of 
equalization. The Bulletin listed  the principles listed by Strayer (1915) which 
included:
1. The need of the  local school unit m easured in term s of the cost 
involved in providing a minimum educational offering.
2. A uniform local tax  ra te  based upon an equalized assessm ent through­
out the s ta te .
3. S tate  support to  make up the  d ifference between the amount 
produced by the  uniform local tax  and the am ount required to  m aintain the 
minimum acceptable programs of education.
John M. Foote, D irector of School Finance in the Louisiana S ta te  D epart­
ment of Education, (Bulletin No. 166 of th e  Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of 
Education, 1929:10) in proposing an equalization plan for Louisiana, made the 
following com ments relating to  the establishm ent of such a  plan:
The equalization of educational opportunity, or equalization of 
school support as it  is frequently  te rm ed , is an expression curren tly  
applied to  the movement in educational finance which has for its 
purpose the offering of some minimum school programs to  all local
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units within a s ta te . As commonly in terp re ted , th e  S ta te  insures equal 
fac ilities  for all children up to  some prescribed minimum and the 
support in tax  ra te  is equal in all parts  of the S ta te . Any particular 
school unit could offer a t  its  own expense a much richer and more 
costly program . As a m a tte r  of fa c t, ac tua l equalization would never 
be a tta inab le  in any s ta te  for the cost of equalizing up to  the level of 
th e  program m aintained by th e  m ost wealthy unit would be prohibitive. 
Nor would it be desirable to  lim it the  offering of the  w ealthy units to  
the  minimum program set up by the  S ta te  for all units. Equalization 
does not a ttem p t to  raise all to  the  level of the richest nor does it  fix 
any upper lim its on the offerings or support of any unit. It is, however, 
a raising of the  facilities  to  a  prescribed minimum. In theory the 
burden of support should fall equally upon all units. In actual p ractice  
the  in ten t of the  m ovem ent is accom plished if the burden of support is 
brought to  within a reasonable m easure of quality.
In 1930, th e  Louisiana Legislature adopted th e  Hoffpauer and Wimberly 
Amendments which provided funds for the  establishm ent of an equalization 
program of s ta te  aid (82nd Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of 
Education, 1930-31). In th a t sam e year, the  Louisiana S ta te  Board of Education 
adopted an equalization plan for distributing s ta te  equalization funds during the 
rem ainder of the 1930-31 session.
Bulletin No. 192 of the Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education (1931) 
outlined the com ponents of the  s ta te 's  equalization program which included a 
definition of the minimum educational program , the  cost of the program, and 
financial support of the  program . The minimum program encom passed: (l) 
instruction (teachers) in w hite schools; (2) instruction (teachers) in Negro 
schools; (3) transporta tion  of pupils; and (4) o ther services of cu rren t operations. 
The cost phase of the program included: (l) $970 for w hite teachers; (2) $292 for 
Negro teachers; (3) $27 for transporta tion ; and (4) $6 for o ther services. It was 
noted th a t the  am ounts provided for the  four parts  w ere la te r reduced. The 
support phase included revenue each parish received from th e  S ta te  C urrent 
School Fund and o ther minor item s from s ta te  sources and local revenue 
generated  from the  3 mill C onstitu tional (ad valorem ) tax  and other minor item s. 
In summary, if the costs of the educational program for a  particu lar parish were
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m et or exceeded by the available s ta te  and local revenue, no equalization funds 
would be distributed to  th a t parish; however, if the revenue did not provide 
sufficien t funds for the  minimum program, the s ta te  would distribute equalizing 
funds in the amount needed to  m eet the costs of the program.
An analysis of funds available in 1932 indicated th a t revenue receip ts had 
dropped by more than $3,000,000 from the  previous year (Bulletin No. 248 of the 
Louisiana S tate  D epartm ent of Education, 1932). The reduction of revenue was 
prim arily a resu lt of the economic conditions prevailing in the S tate . Bulletin 
248 of th e  Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education (1932) outined T. H. Harris' 
proposals for easing the educational finance dilemma:
1. Secure a  larger portion of s ta te  school funds.
2. Reduce or elim inate local sources of revenue available to  school 
d istric ts.
3. Provide $4,000,000 on an annual basis for support of public schools 
which was to  be distributed on a  per cap ita  or school-educable basis.
4. Place $1,500,000 in the Equalization Fund for the th irty  or th irty-five 
poorer school d istric ts.
5. C reate  a s ta te  fund of $4,000,000 to  be distributed on the basis of 
average attendance in schools in the s ta te .
6. Shift taxes from local to s ta te  sources.
Despite the suggestions of Harris and o thers, the financial plight of the 
s ta te 's  school system continued through 1934 when two am endments to  the 
Louisiana Constitution were approved which helped allev iate the situation to  
some ex ten t. Bulletin No. 288 of the Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education 
(1935) described the significance of the  two am endm ents. The amendments 
(numbers 6 and 7) w ere to:
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1. E ffect marked reductions in local property taxes.
2. Increase s ta te  support by an amount equal to  the reduction in local 
support.
3. Shift the  g rea te r part of the financial burden from the local school 
d istric ts  to  the  s ta te .
4. Provide a s ta te  minimum for all schools.
5. Provide equal fac ilities throughout the s ta te .
6. Provide a more equitable and modern basis for apportioning s ta te  
school money.
Bulletin No. 288 also made reference to  two acts passed by the S tate 
Legislature in 1934 th a t had a significant im pact on educational finance in 
Louisiana. Act 54 crea ted  the  Property Tax Relief Fund which was designated to 
provide funds to  cover hom estead exem ptions and to  provide funds for the  Public 
School Fund. Revenue for th is fund cam e from a number of taxes levied by 
various acts of the  leg islature . The levies included taxes on personal income, 
public u tilities, co tton  fu tures, newspaper and picture show advertising, and 
alcoholic beverages. The a c t also raised th e  Public School Fund to  $10,000,000 
and provided reim bursem ent to  all local and s ta te  political subdivisions incurring 
revenue losses due to  hom estead exem ptions. Act 78 established the homestead 
exem ption program which was designed to  assist property owners in paying ad 
valorem taxes. Within the  requirem ents of the a c t, property owners could be 
exem pted from paying ad valorem  taxes up to  an amount not exceeding $2,000 of 
assessed value of the ir property .
It was noted th a t during th is period, th e  Louisiana Legislature enacted a 
number of laws th a t levied certa in  taxes th a t w ere in part or to tally  dedicated to  
financing the operation of the schools. The taxes are too numerous to  list, but
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some of the levies included taxes on tobacco, soft drinks, corporations, and 
natural resources (severance tax) (Bulletin No. 288 of the  Louisiana S tate 
D epartm ent of Education, 1935).
Between 1930 and 1934, very few changes were made in the s ta te  
equalization form ula. In 1934, due to  the increased revenue in the  S tate  Public 
School Fund, th e  am ounts available for general distribution and equalization 
w ere increased considerably (Bulletin No. 288 of th e  Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent 
of Education, 1935). During th e  f irs t five years of the equalization program, the 
number of school d is tric ts  participating  in the program ranged from a high of 
th irty-six  in 1934-35 to  a low of th irty -tw o  in 1932-33 and 1933-34.
During the  period of 1935-1955, a  number of changes w ere made in the 
s ta te 's  Minimum Foundation Program . Among those changes were additions to 
the  minimum education program including supervisors of instruction, enrichm ent 
teachers, and visiting teachers (Gremillion, 1976). The cost and support phases of 
the equalization form ula were adjusted to  account for the  additions and 
increasing costs relating to  education.
In 1956, the  Louisiana S ta te  Board of Education adopted a new plan for the 
s ta te 's  Minimum Foundatrion Program . Some of the changes in the equalization 
formula have been sum m arized by Gremillion (1976):
1. It reduced the number of s ta te  distributions from four to  two. State 
funds had been distributed to  school d is tric ts  based on the number of students, 
equalization, teachers ' salaries, and bus drivers' salaries. This was reduced to  a 
distribution based on the  number of students and equalization.
2. Average daily m embership ra th e r than average daily attendance was 
made the basis for allocating teachers.
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3. A ttention was given to  the role of the principal, teachers of 
vocational subjects and other special area  subjects.
b. N et collections of the 5 mill tax  w ere utilized ra ther than gross 
collections to  account for the  amounts reta ined  by assessors and sheriffs for 
assessing and collecting the ad valorem taxes.
5. Special formulas for allocating supervisors and visiting teachers were 
included in th e  form ula.
6. A s ta te  minimum salary schedule for teachers was incorporated in 
the cost phase of th e  formula.
7. A form ula for allocations of transporta tion  funds was incorporated in 
the overall equalization form ula. The support phase of the equalization formula 
adopted in 1956 included: (1) s ta te  distribution amounting to  $55 per educable 
student; (2) rece ip ts from the 5 mill Constitutional tax  (90 percent) from local 
d istric ts; (3) school d is tric ts ' share of the severance tax; (b) revenue from school 
d istric ts ' ren ta l or lease of school lands lim ited to  50 percent; and (5) any court 
fines or fo rfe itu res received by school d istric ts .
Gremillion indicated th a t the s ta te 's  Minimum Foundation Program basic­
ally rem ained the same until 1963 when the  S ta te  Board of Education made a 
number of adjustm ents to  the  equalization form ula. These adjustm ents included: 
(l) increasing salary schedules for teachers and bus drivers; (2) increasing salary 
allocations for supervisors and visiting teachers; (3) including salary adjustm ents 
for other school personnel, not covered by a salary schedule, as a cost item ; (b) 
adding special education teacher aides as cost item s; (5) adding support for s ta te  
m andated program s th a t included sabbatical leave, substitu te  pay for teachers, 
and accum ulated sick leave severance pay; and (6) increasing other costs 
distributions from $29 to  $48 per student.
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Provisions of the Louisiana S tate  Constitution of 1975
In 1975, the people of Louisiana adopted a new s ta te  constitution. It 
included provisions for the establishm ent of a public school system in the s ta te , 
provisions defining how the education system would be financed, and provisions 
for financing public education from  within local d istric ts  and from the s ta te .
Local Sources of Revenue
The Louisiana C onstitution and legislative s ta tu tes  authorized the use of ad 
valorem taxes and sales taxes to  be used by school d istric ts  for providing revenue 
from local sources. The authorized taxes were to  be used for providing revenue 
for financing school d is tric ts ' cu rren t operation and capital im provem ents. Ad 
valorem taxes to  be used for financing curren t operations included:
1. Constitutional Tax: A rticle VIII, Section 13 (C), F irst of the Louisiana 
Constitution (1975) authorized each school d is tric t (except Orleans Parish) to  
levy an annual ad valorem m aintenance tax . The tax  was not to  exceed five 
mills of the assessed valuation of taxable property in the school d is tric t. A rticle 
V, Section 13 (C), Second authorized Orleans Parish to  levy a  Constitutional Tax 
not exceeding th irteen  mills of the assessed valuation of taxable property in the 
parish.
2. Ad valorem Tax for Additional Support: A rticle VIII, Section 13(C), 
Third of the  Louisiana S ta te  Constitution (1975) authorized school d istric ts  to  
levy an ad valorem tax  for specific purposes if approved by a m ajority of voters 
in the d is tric t. The am ount, duration, and purpose of the tax  was defined by Act 
28 of the F irst Extraordinary Session of the  Louisiana Legislature in 1975. Act 
28 sta ted :
The am ount, m illage ra te , duration and purpose of any tax 
authorized under this P art shall be in accord with the proposition voted 
on and approved by the electo rs in the special election which authorized
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the  levy and collection of the special tax , provided th a t the gross 
millage ra te  of all taxes authorized under this P art shall not exceed 
tw enty mills in the aggregate a t  any one tim e in addition to  the annual 
five mill ad valorem m aintenance tax  authorized by A rticle VIII, 
Section 13 (C) (First) of the  C onstitution of 1974 and the  annual th irteen  
mill ad valorem m aintenance tax  authorized for the  Orleans Parish 
School Board by A rticle VIII, Section 13 (C) (Second). The duration of 
any such tax  shall not exceed ten  years.
Since the adoption of A ct 28 of the F irst Extraordinary Session of 1975, the 
millages authorized under the additional support tax have been increased on two 
d ifferen t occasions. The firs t change raised the ceiling from tw enty to  th irty-six  
mills and the second increase raised the to ta l to  seventy mills.
The Louisiana Constitution (1975) authorized school d istric ts  to  levy two ad 
valorem taxes for capital im provem ents. These were:
1. Special Tax for Building, Repair, and Equipment: A rticle VI, Section 
32 of th e  Louisiana S tate  Constitution (1975) authorized school d istric ts  to  levy 
an ad valorem tax  for building, repair, and equipm ent. The purpose of the tax  
was to  provide school d is tric ts  with revenue for acquiring, constructing, 
maintaining, or improving buildings and equipm ent. The levy of the tax  must be 
approved by a  m ajority of voters in the d is tric t. The constitution set no lim its 
on the tax . Act 553 of the Louisiana Legislature (1975) se t lim its on the amount 
of indebtedness which school d is tric ts  could incur under provisions of A rticle VI, 
Section 32 or A rticle X, Section 10 of the C onstitution of 1921. The ac t sta ted  
th a t the  length of the special tax  was not to  exceed ten  years. School d istric ts  
could borrow on the  expected proceeds of the tax  with a maximum term  of the 
loan a t ten years. The a c t also se t a lim it of in te rest a t  eight percent for the 
loan and noted th a t revenue from  the tax  could only be used for the purpose so 
designated.
In 1976, Jam es D. P resco tt, Executive Secretary  of the Louisiana School 
Boards Association requested th a t the  A ttorney General of Louisiana clarify
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provisions of A rticle VI, Section 32 and A rticle III, Section 13 (C) of the Louisiana 
C onstitution. The questions subm itted by P resco tt to  the A ttorney General were 
as follows (Louisiana School Boards Association, 1976):
a. Does A rticle VIII, Section 13 (C) of the 1974 Constitution 
negate or lim it the authority  granted to  school d istric ts  as 
political subdivisions in A rticle VI, Section 32?
b. Act 28 of the F irst Extraordinary Session of 1975 authorizes 
"any parish, school d is tric t, sub-school d is tric t or municipality 
or city  school board" to  levy, with e lecto r approval, as much as 
20 mills for additional support of public schools. Can a school 
system  vote the  authorized 20 mills on a parishwide basis and, 
in addition, vote up to  20 mills in a d is tric t which is less than 
parish wide?
Fred Chevalier, A ssistant A ttorney General, provided an answer to  the 
questions in A ttorney General Opinion Number 76-51 (1976). In the opinion, 
A ssistant A ttorney G eneral Chevalier s ta ted  th a t A rticle VI, Section 32 referred  
to  the levy of an ad valorem tax  for capital improvements while A rticle VII, 
Section 13 (C) (Third) was m eant to  allow school d istric ts  to  levy an additional 
tw enty mills (presently seventy mills) above the millage (five) authorized under 
the Constitutional Tax for cu rren t operational expenditures. He went on to  say 
th a t the  levy, however, could be used for capital improvements and th a t the 
A rticles did not lim it or negate each o ther. In responding to  the second question, 
the  A ssistant A ttorney General s ta ted  th a t school d istric t could levy no more 
than tw enty mills (presently seventy mills) under A rticle VIII, Section (13) (Third), 
w hether or not th e  levy was on a  part of a d istric t, or on the en tire  d is tric t.
2. Bonded and In terest Tax: Section 554 of T itle 39 of the Louisiana
Revised S tatu tes of 1950 (Act 298) authorized school d istric ts  to  incur bonded 
indebtedness for acquiring building sites and playgrounds; purchasing, erecting , 
and improving school buildings; and acquiring necessary equipm ent. Act 298 of 
the Regular Session of the Louisiana Legislature (1950) also established a debt 
lim itation including any existing debt a t a maximum of fifteen  percent of the
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assessed valuation of taxable property of the school d is tric t. Act 19 of the F irst 
Extraordinary Session of 1975 established a  lim it of eight percent on bonds sold 
by school d istric ts . The bonded debt lim itation of fifteen  percent of the assessed 
value of property was increased to  tw enty-five and th irty -five percent by 
subsequent legislative actions.
Data in Tables 1 and 2 w ere compiled to  provide a sum m arization of 
curren t ad valorem taxes and maximum millage ra te s  authorized for local school 
d istric ts ' current operations and capital im provements.
The sales tax  became a source of local school support in 1964 as a resu lt of 
A ct 29 of the 1964 Extraordinary Session of the Louisiana Legislature. The 
Louisiana Constitution (1975) again authorized school d istric ts  to  levy a sales tax  
for providing revenue from local school d istric ts . A rticle VI, Section 29, A of 
the  Louisiana Constitution s ta ted  th a t school d istric ts  could levy a sales tax  
"upon the sale a t re ta il, the use, the lease or ren ta l, the  consumption, and the 
storage for use or consumption, of tangible personal property." The levy of the 
sales tax  had to  be approved by a  m ajority of voters in the school d is tric ts  and 
the amount of levy was not to  exceed 3 percent when combined with the  sales 
taxes of other local governm ental units. The original authorization, Act 29 of 
the  1964 Extraordinary Session of th e  Louisiana Legislature, lim ited the am ount 
of levy of the sales tax for school boards a t  1 percent and earm arked the receipts 
from the levy for teachers ' salaries and o ther operating expenses. Under A ct 29, 
revenue receip ts from the sales tax  could not be used for capital improvements 
or for serving as an item  of support in the  equalization form ula.
The Louisiana Legislature has authorized certa in  school d is tric ts  to  levy an 
additional sales tax  to  fu rther supplem ent existing local sources of support 
(Gremillion, 1976). Revenue receip ts derived from the additional sales tax  could
Table 1
Maximum Mills Authorized Parish Consolidated 
and Municipal School Boards in Louisiana for 
Current Operation, 1975 and 1980
Mills Authorized
iNumDer #. m w
of School Constitutional* Additional Support Tax^‘D
Type of School D istric t D istricts Tax 1975 1980




4 .005 .020 .036
* Parish geographic boundaries.
Ouachita and Washington Parishes exclusive of the City D istricts of Monroe and Bogalusa.
3
Monroe and Bogalusa City School D istricts.
^ May vary from the .005 mill authorization in each school d is tric t as a result of the equalized assessm ent programs. 
Some d istric ts  may be above .005 mills and other d istric ts  below .005 mills.
5 No more than to ta l mills indicated in the aggregate may be imposed upon any particular parcel of land.
^ Present authorization has been increased to  .070 mills.
Table 1 (continued)
Sources:
Constitution of the S tate  of Louisiana, 1975.
Act 402 of the Louisiana Legislature, Acts of the Legislature, ReRular Session, 1982. Vol. II, pp. 970-971. 




Maximum Mills Authorized Parish, Consolidated and Municipal School 
D istricts in Louisiana for Capital Outlay Purposes, 1975 and 1980
Mills Authorized










Bond and ,  
In terest Tax 
1975 1980
Parish Districts* 62 No Millage Limits
.020 .036 25% 35%
2 .
Consolidated, ana 
M unicipal D istric ts
4 No Millage 
Limits
.020 .036 25% 35%
* Parish geographic boundaries.
^ Ouachita and Washington Parishes exclusive of the C ity D istricts of Monroe and Bogalusa.
^ Monroe and Bogalusa City School D istricts.
^ Additional support tax  may be used for either curren t operation or capital outlay according to  Opinion of the Attorney 
General No. 76-51 (1976).
^ Millages in aggregate cannot exceed authorization regardless of purpose and restric ted  to  a particular parcel of property.
^ Percentages are  imposed upon assessed values of property in the d istric t in order to  determ ine lim it of bonded indebtedness.
Table 2 (continued)
Sources:
Constitution of the S tate  of Louisiana, 1975.
Acts 20 and 28 of the Louisiana Legislature, Acts of the Legislature, Extraordinary Session, 1975. Vol. II, dd. 93- 
and 115-117.
Act 548 of the  Louisiana Legislature, Acts of the Legislature, Regular Session. 1979. Vol. II pp 1515-1516.
Act 718 of the  Louisiana Legislature, Acts of the Legislature, Regular Session, 1981, Vol. II, pp. 1390-1391.
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be used to  finance curren t operations or capital im provem ents as defined by the 
specific legislation.
The Louisiana Legislature has passed various legislation rela ting  to  other 
sources of local revenue available to  school d istric ts . The 127th Annual Report 
of the Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education (1975-76) listed these sources as: 
(1) special appropriations from police juries; (2) tuition paym ents; (3) in teres t on 
tem porary investm ents; (4) food service collections; (5) income from  ren t, leases, 
and royalties; (6) contributions; (7) accrued in teres t and premiums on bonds sold; 
(8) sale of junk; and (9) miscellaneous.
Revenue from S tate  Sources
A rticle VII, Section 13, P art B of the 1975 Louisiana S ta te  Constitution 
stated :
Minimum Foundation Program. The legislature shall appropriate 
funds sufficient to  insure a minimum foundation program of education 
in all public elem entary and secondary schools. The funds appropriated 
shall be equitably allocated  to  parish and city  school systems according 
to  form ulas adopted by the  S tate Board of Elem entary and Secondary 
Education and approved by the  legislature prior to  making the appro­
priations.
Under the 1975 Minimum Foundation Program, the  s ta te  defined the 
minimum education program it desired each school d is tric t to  have, the part of 
the program th a t was supported by local school d is tric ts , and the  amount of 
revenue needed to  equalize school d istric ts  (Alexander e t  a l., 1980).
Gremillion (1976) sum m arized the cost phase of the  1975 equalization 
formula as:
1. Regular teachers:
a. Number: D eterm ined on the basis of pupil-teacher ratios.




a. Number: Determ ined on the basis of pupil-teacher ratios.
b. Amount: Determ ined on the  basis of the s ta te 's  minimum salary
schedule.
3. Special education teachers:
a . Number: D eterm ined on the  basis of pupil-teacher ratios.
b. Amount: D eterm ined on the basis of the s ta te 's  minimum salary
schedule.
4. Principals:
a . Number: D eterm ined on the  basis of ratios utilizing the  number 
of teachers a llo tted  and employed.
b. Amount: D eterm ined on the  basis of the  s ta te 's  minimum salary
schedule.
5. Supervisors of Instruction:
a. Number: D eterm ined on the basis of ratios utilizing the number 
of teachers allo tted  and employed.
b. Amount: D eterm ined on the basis of an arb itra ry  am ount
designated by the  S tate Board of Elem entary and Secondary Education.
6. Visiting Teachers:
a. Number: D eterm ined on the basis of ratios utilizing the
educable count.
b. Amount: D eterm ined on the basis of an arb itrary  am ount
designated by the  S tate  Board of Elem entary and Secondary Eduction.
7. Transportation:
a. Number: As determ ined by the  requirem ents of the  d istric ts
within established legal guidelines.
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b. Amount: As determ ined by the  s ta te 's  salary schedule for bus
drivers.
8. Special education teacher aides:
a. ' Number: Determ ined on the basis of pupil-teacher ratios.
b. Amount: Determ ined on the  basis of actual salary.
9. Support for m andated costs:
a. Sabbatical leave: D eterm ined on the basis of the  number of 
teachers on sabbatical leave in the  previous year multiplied by an arb itrary  
am ount.
b. Substitute teacher pay: D eterm ined on the basis of the number 
of teachers a llo tted  and employed in the previous year multiplied by an arb itrary  
am ount.
c . Sick leave severance pay: D eterm ined on the basis of the 
am ount actually  expended for th is program in the previous year multiplied by a 
f la t percent predicated in term s of available revenue.
10. Salary adjustm ents for other personnel: Covers salary adjustm ents of 
employees other than those governed by a s ta te  minimum salary schedule.
11. O ther costs.
Alexander e t al. (1980) described the local support phase of the equalization 
formula as 5.5 mills on the cu rren t assessed value of taxable property in each 
school d is tric t. The equalization phase was the amount provided by the s ta te  to  
each school d is tric t to  cover the cost of the program not covered by the  local 
support (Alexander e t  al., 1980).
Additional changes have been made in the  equalization formula since the 
1975 program , as the distribution is under constant evaluation.




2. Instructional supervisors, principals, assistan t principals, social 
workers, visiting teachers, and o ther ce rtified  or licensed personnel
3. Transportation of pupils
if. Sabbatical leave
5. Accumulated sick leave severance pay
6. Workmen's com pensation
7. Unemployment com pensation
8. U tilities, insurance, m aterials and supplies, and repair and
upkeep of plants
9. Salary adjustm ents for o ther school employees
10. Special education (teachers, aides, supervisors, bus attendan ts,
and assessm ent teachers) '
11. Total cost
B. Support Phase
1. Ad valorem tax  ~  gross yield of 5.5 mills of the current
assessed value of taxable property
C. D ifference Necessary to  Equalize
In addition to  s ta te  revenue supplied by the 1975 Minimum Foundation 
Program , school d istric ts  also received additional funds for special programs 
which included: (1) school lunch; (2) special education; (3) employer's con tri­
bution to  teacher re tirem en t; (4) adult education; (5) textbooks, library books and 
school supplies; (6) driver education; and (7) vocational education (127th Annual
R eport of the Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education, 1975-76). These
additional sources continued during the  1980-81 fiscal year.
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Revenue Sharing
The Property Tax Relief Fund of 1934 was declared unconstitutional as the 
method of funding th e  Louisiana Homestead Exemption Program and as a result, 
the Louisiana Constitution of 1975 made provisions for crea ting  the  Revenue 
Sharing Program (Gremillion, 1976).
A rticle VII, Section 26 of the Louisiana Constitution (1975) established the 
Revenue Sharing Fund in an am ount to talling  ninety million dollars, which was to  
be d istributed to  local taxing units to  fund losses of property taxes due to  the 
hom estead exemption program. The distribution was to  be made on the basis of 
a ra tio  of the population of the parish and number of hom estead exem ptions in 
relation to  s ta te  to ta ls  of the sam e c rite ria .
Act 719 of the 1975 Regular Session of the  Louisiana Legislature provided 
the firs t revenue sharing distribution in 1975-76. The a c t established distribution 
priorities for the Revenue Sharing Fund which were as follows:
1. The firs t 11.90 percen t of the to ta l fund was to  be d istributed to  
parish tax collectors (except the  cities of New Orleans and Monroe) who would 
each receive a specified percentage as established by law.
2. The next 2.44 percen t of the  to ta l fund was to  be distributed to 
various re tirem en t systems as defined by law.
3. The next priority was the distribution of the fund to  local taxing
f
agencies to  cover losses of tax  revenue from the hom estead exem ptions. The 
distributions were to  be made to  each parish based on eighty percent of the to ta l 
fund in relation to  the population of the parish in proportion to  the  population of 
the  s ta te  and tw enty  percent of the  to ta l fund in rela tion  to  the  number of 
hom estead exem ptions in the  parish in proportion to  the  number of s ta te  
hom estead exem ptions. Parish tax  co llectors d istribu te am ounts to  the  local 
taxing agencies which include local school d istric ts . Any excess revenues
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remaining a f te r  all priorities have been m et is distributed to  the local taxing 
agencies based on population proportions.
Under the  provisions of A ct 719, the cities of Monroe and New Orleans 
were granted special provisions in relation to  the revenue sharing program.
The to ta l amount authorized for the revenue sharing fund has been raised 
since 1975 and presently the fund is in excess of $100,000,000 and represents a 
significant source of income under property tax  authorizations to  local school 
d istric ts .
Summary
A summary of a review of rela ted  and pertinent lite ra tu re  follows:
1. H istorically, the  financial support of public schools in the United 
S tates may be classified into five d istinct periods (Burrup, 1974).
2. The birth of s ta te  equalization aid programs of s ta te  support for 
public schools was in itia ted  by Cubberly in 1905; however, refined programs were 
introduced by S trayer and Haig in 1925 and la te r by Mort (Johns e t al., 1983).
3. Both federal courts and s ta te  courts have been and continue to  be a 
viable force in causing s ta te  school finance programs to  be restructured  in order 
to  elim inate inequalities (Campbell e t  al., 1980; Alexander, 1980; Kimbrough and 
Nunnery, 1983).
4. The United S tates Congress has been an influential fac to r in 
providing funds on a categorical (restric ted) aid basis to  s ta tes  and local school 
d is tric ts  (Johns, e t  al., 1983).
5. The distribution of s ta te  funds to  local school d is tric ts  in Louisiana 
on an equalizing basis was developed in 1930 and has continued annually. This 
distribution has become the prim ary source of revenue for school d is tric ts  in 
form ulating budgets (Gremillion, 1976).
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6. The S tate  Revenue Sharing Program has provided a valuable source of 
s ta te  income to  school boards in Louisiana in th a t it provides paym ent of ad 
valorem taxes levied by school boards and covered by hom estead exemption 
provisions (Constitution of the  S tate  of Louisiana, 1975).
Chapter 3
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
The purpose of the study was to  determ ine w hat degree and in what ways 
revenues vary across school d is tric ts  in Louisiana. For comparison, tw o years 
w ere analyzed, with 1975 selected  as the base year to  re fle c t changes in 
education financing resulting from  the adoption of a new s ta te  constitution 
during th a t year. The comparison year was selected  as 1980 to  allow a five year 
tim e lapse to  determ ine to  what degree school d is tric ts  were achieving revenue 
parity  since the adoption of the new constitution.
The methodology for the investigation included the  collection and com pila­
tion of data to  com pare aggregates, averages, and percentages of revenue and 
re la ted  variables for school d is tric ts  during both years under study.
Sources of Data
The principal sources of data  for this study w ere found in the Annual 
Reports of the  Louisiana S tate  D epartm ent of Education. The Annual Reports 
provide a comprehensive source of data  on education in Louisiana, presented in 
both individual and summary form  for all school d istric ts  in the  s ta te . The 
categories used in the Annual Reports have been standardized for th irty  years, 
which make them  especially useful and appropriate to  assess historical change. 
This was an im portant consideration in the cu rren t study, since the  years 1975 
and 1980 were to  be com pared. The variables chosen for analysis in the study 
w ere measured identically in these two years. While no te sts  of reliability  or 
validity were possible, there  is good reason to  assume the general accuracy of 
the  data . The reasons for th is w ere twofold: (1) school superintendents are
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m andated to  provide data  on the ir d istric ts  and (2) these data a re  used in 
determ ining funding levels. Consequently, all superintendents have a vested 
in terest in seeing th a t the  most accu ra te  data  are  provided for the Annual 
Reports.
For com parative purposes, some data  from the National Education Associa­
tion's Estim ates of School S tatistics w ere also utilized. These data  are  provided 
to  the National Education Association in summary form  by most s ta te  depart­
ments of education and while there  are no estim ates of erro r in the data , it is 
assumed th a t errors which did exist were relatively  slight and encompassed all 
reporting s ta te s .
Compilation of Data
The varibles selected  for analysis in this study w ere the following: amount 
and percentage of revenue; revenue derived from ad valorem taxes and sales 
taxes; average daily membership, assessed valuations of taxable property, per 
pupil expenditures, and per cap ita  income. These variables w ere selected  to  
provide da ta  for an analysis of revenue from  federal, s ta te , and local sources and 
because of the ir bearing on the issue of revenue disparities among school 
d is tric ts  in Louisiana.
Variations in local revenue prim arily resulted from differences in collec­
tions of ad valorem taxes and sales taxes which are  based on the  assessed 
valuations of taxable property and the  amount of money spent on goods and 
services (per cap ita  income), respectively. The amount of money school d istric ts  
have to  spend on education is d irectly  rela ted  to  the  am ount of incoming 
revenue. For comparison, revenue and expenditures w ere reported based on the 
average daily membership of students in each d istric t.
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In the analysis, the variables were compiled and reported in the following 
ways: to ta l revenue and revenue from each governm ental level; average daily 
membership of each school d is tric t in term s of revenue, expenditures, and 
assessed property valuations of taxable property; per cap ita  income of individ­
uals residing in school d istric ts; and categorical divisions of local revenue per 
average daily membership, assessed property valuations per average daily 
membership, and per cap ita  income of individuals residing in school d istric ts. 
The categorical divisions of variables were as follows:
Local Revenue Assessed Property Per C apita 
C ategories Per Student Valuation Per Student Income
C ategory 1 $ 0 - $ 500 $ 0 - $  5,000 $ 0 - $  5,000
Category 2 $ 501 - $ 1,000 $ 5,001 - $ 10,000 $ 5,001 - $10,000
C ategory 3 $ 1,001 -  above $10,001 -  above $10,001 -  above
The comparisons of the s ta ted  variables by the categories listed w ere conducted
to  allow for a sum m arization and analysis of school d is tric ts  to  ascertain
\
num erical relationships of school d istric ts  in relation to  those variables. The 
in tervals selected  for the categories w ere based on an analysis of data  reported 
in 1979 in the  131st Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of 
Education. The in tervals w ere selected  as one way of d ifferen tiating  school 
d istric ts , thus some d istric ts  would have more revenue, higher assessed property 
values, and g reater income than others.
The analysis of assessed property valuations was lim ited to  1980, because 
the  127th Annual Report of th e  Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education did not 
report assessed property values for each school d is tric t in 1975.
All sixty-six school d is tric ts  are included in all analyses except for per 
cap ita  income where i t  was lim ited to  the sixty-four parish school d istric ts . The 
per cap ita  incomes of th e  C ity School D istricts of Bogalusa and Monroe w ere
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subsumed as part of the per cap ita  income of Washington and O uachita Parishes, 
respectively. Also, the  per cap ita  income analysis was lim ited to  1980, because 
the  127th Annual Report of th e  Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education did not 
report per cap ita  incomes of individual school d is tric ts  in 1975.
Computations and S ta tis tica l Procedures
Com putations in the analysis included: amounts and percentages of
revenue received by school d is tric ts  from federal, s ta te , and local sources; mean 
dollar am ounts and percentages of revenue received by school d istric ts  from 
each governm ental level; revenue derived from collections of ad valorem taxes 
and sales taxes for each school d is tric t; and revenue per average daily m em ber­
ship of students for each school d is tric t. Means and standard deviations were 
com puted for: revenue per average daily membership; per pupil expenditures; 
assessed property valuations of taxable property per average daily membership; 
and per cap ita  incomes of residents residing in each school d is tric t. Unless 
noted, all com putations w ere for both years under study.
Aside from general measures of distribution, the only other s ta tis tic  used 
was Pearson coefficien ts of correlation . This s ta tis tic  was thought to  be fairly 
conservative, yet s ta tis tica lly  appropriate for the problem a t hand.
f
Chapter 4
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Federal, S ta te , and Local Sources of Revenue
The firs t major issue addressed in the analysis is to  what degree revenues 
vary across school d is tric ts  in the S ta te  of Louisiana. D ata bearing on this 
question are  reported in Tables 3 and 4.
In Table 3, d a ta  was presented to  indicate the am ounts and means of to ta l 
revenue received by school d istric ts  in Louisiana from federal, s ta te , and local 
sources in 1975 and 1980. D ata included in Table 3 also report the amount of 
change and percent cf change of to ta l revenue and mean revenue from federal, 
s ta te , and local sources betw een 1975 and 1980.
D ata in Table 4 include revenue from federal, s ta te , and local sources in 
te rm s of percentages and mean percentages for school d istric ts  in Louisiana in 
1975 and 1980. Also included in Table 4 are  the changes in percentages and mean 
percentages of revenue from  federal, s ta te , and local sources th a t occurred 
between 1975 and 1980. The to ta l revenue received by the sixty-six school 
d is tric ts  in 1975 am ounted to  $1,054,141,516. Of th a t to ta l, 13.76 percent or 
$145,009,205 was derived from federal sources. The mean amount of revenue 
received by school d is tric ts  from  federal sources in 1975 was $2,197,109 with a 
mean percentage of 15.53 percen t. Revenue from s ta te  sources am ounted to  
$592,348,869 or 56.19 percen t of the to ta l from all sources. The mean revenue 
from s ta te  sources for all d is tric ts  in 1975 was $8,974,983 with a mean 
percentage of 59.05 percen t. Revenue from local sources was $316,783,442 or 
30.05 percent of the to ta l revenue received by school d istric ts . The mean
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Table 3
Amounts and Means of T o ta l Revenue fo r  F edera l ,  S ta te ,  and1 Local Sources 
fo r  School D i s t r i c t s  in  L ouisiana, 1975 and 1980
Change
Source 1975 1980 Amount Percent
A. Amounts
Federal $145,009,205 $226,954,498 $ 81,945,293 +56.51
S ta te 592,348,869 958,821,070 366,472,201 +61.87
Local 316,783,442 626,622,090 309,838,648 +97.81
T ota l $1,054,141,516 $1,812,397,658 $758,256,142 +71.93
B. Means
Federal $2,197,109 $3,438,704 $1,241,595 +56.51
S ta te 8,974,983 14,527,592 5,552,609 +61.87
Local 4,799,744 9,999,289 5,194,500 +108.22
Sources:
127th Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  Department of Education, B u l le t in  No. 
1472, D iv is ion  of Research and Development, 1975 -  76.
132nd Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  Department of Education, B u l le t in  No. 
1472, D iv is ion  of Research, 1980 -  81.
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Table 4
Sources of Revenue in  Terms of P e rcen ts  and Means 





































revenue from local sources for all d is tric ts  in 1975 was $4,799,744 with a mean 
percentage of 25.42 percent.
The to ta l revenue received by all school d istric ts  in 1980 was $1,812,397,658 
which was an increase of $758,256,142 or 71.93 percent g rea ter than the amount 
received in 1975. School d is tric ts  received $226,954,498 or 12.52 percent of the 
to ta l revenue from federal sources in 1980. The amount received from federal 
sources in 1980 was 56.51 percen t g rea ter than th a t received in 1975. The 
percentage of to ta l revenue derived from  federal sources in 1980 was 1.24 
percent less than the  percentage reported  in 1975. The mean revenue from 
federal sources in 1980 was $3,438,704 with a mean percentage of 14.25. The 
mean amount of revenue increased in 1980 over th a t in 1975 while the mean 
percentage decreased by 1.28 percent.
In 1980, school d is tric ts  received $958,821,070 or 52.91 percent of the to ta l 
revenue from s ta te  sources. This was an increase of $366,472,201 or 61.87 
percent g rea ter than th a t reported in 1975. Although the  amount of money 
coming to  school d istric ts  from the s ta te  showed an increase in 1980 from 1975, 
there  was a decrease in the percentage of to ta l revenue received by all school 
d istric ts  th a t cam e from s ta te  sources. Revenue from s ta te  sources in 1980 was 
52.91 percent of the to ta l which represented a 3.28 percent decline from 1975. 
The mean revenue for all school d istric ts  th a t was derived from s ta te  sources in 
1980 was $14,527,592 w ith a mean percentage of 55.34 percent. The mean 
revenue from s ta te  sources in 1980 showed an increase from 1975 while the  mean 
percentage declined by 3.71 percent.
Revenue obtained from local sources in 1980 was $626,622,090 or 34.57 
percent of the to ta l revenue from all sources. This indicated not only an 
increase in dollar amounts from 1975, but also an increase in the percentage of 
to ta l revenue derived from local sources. The mean revenue from local sources
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for all school d istric ts  in 1980 was $9,494,274 with a mean percentage of 30.41. 
In 1980, school d is tric ts  received $309,838,648 more from local sources than the 
amount reported  in 1975. This represented  a 97.81 percen t increase in revenue 
from  local sources between 1975 and 1980. There was also an increase of 4.52 
percent in 1980 over 1975 in percentage of to ta l revenue derived from local 
sources. The mean percentage of local revenue for all d is tric ts  also showed an 
increase of 4.99 percent in 1980 over the  mean percentage in 1975. (See Tables 
36 and 37 in the Appendix for specific revenue da ta  for each of the sixty-six 
school d istric ts  for 1975 and 1980, respectively.)
D ata in Tables 5 and 6 presented the  ranks of school d istric ts  by am ount of 
revenue from federal, s ta te , and local sources with Table 5 from 1975 and Table 
6 from  1980. D ata in Tables 5 and 6 indicated th a t Orleans Parish reported the 
largest amount of revenue from  each of the  th ree  sources in 1975 and 1980. In 
1975, Orleans Parish received $39,257,175 from  local sources, $59,590,594 from 
s ta te  sources, and $23,029,318 from federal sources. In 1980, Orleans Parish 
received $71,011,893 from local sources, $91,953,478 from s ta te  sources, and 
$37,201,136 from federal sources. Revenue received by Orleans Parish from the 
th ree  levels indicated substantial increases in the  am ount of revenue in 1980 as 
com pared with th a t reported  in 1975. Cameron Parish reported  the  lowest 
am ount of revenue from  both s ta te  and federal sources in 1975 having received 
$926,569 from the s ta te  and $256,150 in federal funds. St. Helena Parish had the 
low est am ount of revenue from  local sources in 1975 having received $376,347. 
In 1980, St. Helena Parish again ranked lowest in am ount of revenue derived from 
local sources receiving $652,412. West Feliciana Parish had the  low est amount of 
revenue from s ta te  sources in 1980 having received $2,461,122 while Oackson 
Parish ranked lowest of the d is tric ts  in funds derived from federal sources with 
$699,254.
Table 5
Rank of School D i s t r i c t s  in  Terms of Revenue Received From 
Fed era l ,  S ta t e ,  and Local Sources, 1975
Rank D i s t r i c t
Federal
Amount D i s t r i c t
S ta te
Amount D i s t r i c t
Local
Amount
1 . Orleans $23,029,318 Orleans $59,590,594 Orleans $39,257,175
2. East Baton Rouge 8,891,789 East Baton Rouge 47,503,794 East Baton Rouge 37,643,473
3. Caddo 7,494,573 J e f fe r s o n 46,836,881 Je f fe r s o n 35,092,776
4. J e f fe r s o n 6,431,974 Caddo 35,169,942 Caddo 24,937,089
5. S t .  Landry 5,704,125 C alcasieu 24,981,328 C alcasieu 16,312,926
6. Rapides 4,739,872 Rapides 20,106,584 L afay e tte 10,766,918
7. C alcas ieu 4,413,324 L afay e tte 19,621,194 Terrebonne 8,892,721
8. L afaye tte 4,105,890 S t .  Landry 15,622,159 Rapides 7,727,239
9. Tangipahoa 3,281,007 Terrebonne 14,914,611 Lafourche 6,728,191
10. B ossier 3,063,554 Ouachita 14,017,728 S t .  Charles 6,534,801
11. I b e r ia 2,825,780 Bossier 13,687,027 Ascension 5,778,148
12. Terrebonne 2,774,912 Lafourche 13,136,691 Vermilion 5,613,007
13. N atchitoches 2,639,051 S t . Tammany 13,129,007 Ouachita 5,487,975
14. Ouachita 2,386,784 Tangipahoa 11,739,071 S t .  Mary 5,452,198
15. Avoyelles 2,285,904 Iberia . 11,027,885 Ib e r ia 5,129,405
16. S t .  Mary 2,204,970 S t .  Mary 9,467,900 S t . Bernard 4,960,592
17. Evangeline 2,190,864 S t .  Bernard 8,647,197 B ossier 4,669,388
18. Acadia 2,181,812 Livingston 8,547,208 I b e r v i l l e 4 ,612,978
19. Lafourche 2,112,263 Acadia 8,269,087 S t . Tammany 4,560,335
20. C ity  of Monroe 2,090,463 Webster 7,567,256 S t .  Landry 4,064,647
21. S t .  Martin 2,028,799 Ascension 7,520,536 Acadia 3,383,463
22. I b e r v i l l e 1,922,535 N atchitoches 7,308,218 Tangipahoa 3,264,121
23. Morehouse 1,939,575 Vernon 7,044,811 Webster 2,965,673
24. Vermilion 1,878,647 Avoyelles 6,928,086 Je f fe r s o n  Davis 2,855,588
25. Vernon 1,813,654 S t .  Martin 6,427,175 City  of Monroe 2,744,771
26. S t .  Tammany 1,665,883 I b e r v i l l e 6,319,825 S t .  John 2,623,010
Table 5 (c o n t in u e d )
Rank D i s t r i c t
Federal
Amount D i s t r i c t
S ta te
Amount D i s t r i c t
Local
Amount
27. Concordia $ 1,582,929 S t.  Charles $ 6,108,756 N atchitoches $ 2,601,796
28. F rank lin 1,564,086 Vermilion 5,855,092 Cameron 2,558,010
29. S t .  Bernard 1,533,951 City  of Monroe 5,767,146 S t .  Martin 2,536,488
30. S t .  Charles 1,519,770 Evangeline 5,642,558 Beauregard 2,304,118
31. Richland 1,492,030 Morehouse 5,404,783 Livingston 2,246,177
32. Po in te  Coupee 1,457,176 J e f fe r so n  Davis 5,318,118 S t . James 2,211,238
33. Washington 1,443,035 Beauregard 5,197,351 Vernon 2,042,219
34. Allen 1,363,648 Frank lin 5,101,419 C ity  of Bogalusa 2,025,661
35. Webster 1,345,132 Lincoln 4,862,182 Plaquemines 2,016,803
36. B ie n v i l le 1,192,492 S t .  John 4,617,137 West Baton Rouge 1,917,968
37. DeSoto 1,187,769 DeSoto 4,390,257 Morehouse 1,869,493
38. Ascension 1,143,586 Washington 4,339,203 Lincoln 1,857,100
39. Beauregard 1,132,164 Richland 4,251,936 Evangeline 1,710,554
40. L iv ingston 1,094,044 S t .  James 4,223,180 Avoyelles 1,703,086
41. Lincoln 1,087,217 Allen 4,221,068 Allen 1,672,184
42. Assumption 1,023,624 Concordia 4,038,763 Concordia 1,616,251
43. Sabine 1,019,949 Po in te  Coupee 3,943,979 Frank lin 1,565,381
44. Winn 1,002,425 Sabine 3,715,747 Sabine 1,443,773
45. Madison 992,348 B ie n v i l le 3,663,889 West F e l ic ia n a 1,386,786
46. Catahoula 971,521 Union 3,602,793 Assumption 1,349,604
47. J e f f e r s o n  Davis 964,450 Assumption 3,591,350 Winn 1,257,883
48. S t .  James 909,117 City  of Bogalusa 3,395,745 Jackson 1,245,028
49. East C a r ro l l 858,674 Winn 3,122,702 Richland 1,168,825
50. East F e l ic ia n a 842,428 West Baton Rouge 3,111,550 Washington 1,028,960
51. West Baton Rouge 833,463 Grant 3,111,550 Catahoula 1,018,437
52. Union 816,772 East F e l ic ia n a 3,080,797 B ie n v il le 995,666
53. C ity  of Bogalusa 767,465 Jackson 3,069,507 DeSoto 947,316
54. Claiborne 742,279 Claiborne 2,970,834 West C a r ro l l 924,426
55. S t .  John 740,680 Plaquemines 2,829,416 LaSalle 922,085
Table 5 (c o n t in u e d )
Rank D i s t r i c t
Federal
Amount D i s t r i c t
S ta te
Amount D i s t r i c t
Local
Amount
56. Grant $ 738,902 West C a r ro l l $ 2,733,069 Po in te  Coupee $ 893,212
57. West F e l ic ia n a 673,517 LaSalle 2,703,894 Madison 775,793
58. Tensas 666,288 Catahoula 2,665,898 East C a r ro l l 768,873
59. Jackson 617,254 Madison 2,585,727 Tensas 666,400
60. S t .  Helena 594,367 S t .  Helena 2,198,693 East F e l ic ia n a 613,684
61. Plaquemines 588,609 East C a r ro l l 2,010,498 Union 539,572
62. West C a r ro l l 580,250 Tensas 1,950,318 Grant 520,138
63. Red River 526,374 Caldwell 1,875,560 Caldwell 493,372
64. Caldwell 523,842 Red River 1,726,442 Claiborne 484,392
65. LaSalle 452,103 West F e l ic ia n a 1,565,168 Red River 449,839
66. Cameron 256,150 Cameron 926,569 S t .  Helena 376,347
Source:
127th Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  Department of Education, B u l le t in  No. 1472, Bureau of 
Research and Development, 1975 -  76.
Table 6
Rank of School D i s t r i c t s  in  Terms of Revenue Received From
F ed era l ,  S ta te  and Local Sources, 1980
Rank D i s t r i c t
Federal
Amount D i s t r i c t
S ta te
Amount D i s t r i c t
Local
Amount
1 . Orleans $37,201,136 Orleans $91,953,478 Orleans $71,011,893
2. Caddo 12,585,587 East Baton Rouge 78,560,790 J e f fe r s o n 68,644,984
3. East Baton Rouge 11,927,296 Je f fe r so n 78,248,348 East Baton Rouge 57,955,166
4. S t .  Landry 9,162,188 Caddo 57,464,959 Caddo 38,331,322
5. J e f fe r s o n 8,216,666 C alcasieu 37,525,079 C alcasieu 32,304,590
6. Rapides 8,124,141 Rapides 31,794,816 L afaye tte 24,672,262
7. C alcasieu 7,235,806 L afaye tte 30,234,860 Terrebonne 20,159,687
8. L afaye tte 6,237,712 S t . Landry 24,737,631 S t .  Charles 18,098,592
9. Vernon 5,442,256 S t . Tammany 24,696,436 S t . Mary 16,041,140
10. Tangipahoa 5,316,893 Terrebonne 24,168,547 S t . Tammany 15,620,435
11. Terrebonne 4,533,650 Bossier 22,856,736 Vermilion 14,143,392
12. N atchitoches 4,354,406 Lafourche 21,704,813 Rapides 13,183,688
13. B ossier 4,206,459 Ouachita 21,415,687 Lafourche 11,877,038
14. I b e r i a 4,130,609 I b e r ia 18,852,789 I b e r ia 11,031,818
15. Lafourche 3,901,577 Tangipahoa 18,834,323 Ascension 10,932,543
16. S t .  Mary 3,710,113 Livingston 15,646,262 Ouachita 10,897,545
17. Ouachita 3,618,846 S t.  Mary 15,347,827 Bossier 10,081,498
18. C ity  of Monroe 3,318,520 Ascension 13,386,730 S t .  Bernard 9,493,425
19. Evangeline 3,221,293 S t .  Bernard 13,329,596 J e f fe r s o n  Davis 8,533,408
20. Avoyelles 3,189,597 Vernon 12,735,058 Livingston 7,832,168
21. Acadia 3,041,785 Acadia 12,422,340 S t .  M artin 7,620,389
22. Morehouse 3,023,842 N atchitoches 11,995,890 S t .  Landry 7,217,411
23. S t . Martin 2,819,255 Webster 11,396,138 S t.  John 7,041,839
24. Ascension 2,729,930 Vermilion 11,188,111 I b e r v i l l e 6,469,639
25. I b e r v i l l e 2,599,325 Avoyelles 11,073,790 Acadia 6,408,623
26. Webster 2,584,659 S t .  Martin 11,010,347 Tangipahoa 5,592,381
Table 6 (c o n t in u e d )
Rank D i s t r i c t
Federal
Amount D i s t r i c t
S ta te
Amount D i s t r i c t
Local
Amount
27. S t . Tammany $ 2,523,044 S t .  Charles $10,784,906 Cameron $ 5,304,466
28. L iv ingston 2,469,218 City  of Monroe 10,536,563 S t . James 5,203,684
29. S t .  Bernard 2,401,032 Beauregard 9,352,282 N atchitoches 5,183,522
30. Allen 2,310,426 Evangeline 8,903,071 Webster 5,000,014
31. Vermilion 2,209,893 Morehouse 8,608,347 C ity  of Monroe 4,754,724
32. Washington 2,199,691 I b e r v i l l e 8,557,108 Beauregard 4,602,562
33. DeSoto 2,180,847 J e f fe r s o n  Davis 8,406,192 Avoyelles 4 ,368,593
34. Po in te  Coupee 2,146,494 Frank lin 7,602,622 B ie n v i l le 4,326,276
35. S t.  Charles 2,091,032 Lincoln 7,511,547 DeSoto 4,118,571
36. S t . John 1,921,271 S t . John 7,470,313 West F e l ic ia n a 4,087,285
37. Concordia 1,888,477 Washington 7,205,332 Plaquemines 4,011,131
38. S t .  James 1,737,135 DeSoto 6,882,550 West Baton Rouge 3,909,981
39. Richland 1,716,733 Sabine 6,830,489 Assumption 3,827,957
40. Madison 1,705,688 B ie n v i l le 6,704,395 Lincoln 3,466,524
41. Sabine 1,687,781 Concordia 6,362,226 Morehouse 3,372,532
42. West Baton Rouge 1,595,473 S t .  James 6,240,705 Po in te  Coupee 3,262,698
43. East C a r ro l l 1,591,757 Po in te  Coupee 6,234,234 Vernon 3,260,175
44. Grant 1,531,046 Richland 6,131,182 Richland 3,213,913
45. Lincoln 1,506,518 Allen 6,103,376 Franklin 3,121,034
46. Winn 1,497,894 Assumption 5,809,232 LaSalle 3,024,903
47. Assumption 1,486,394 City  of Bogalusa 5,625,960 Sabine 2,977,845
48. F rank lin 1,452,013 Winn 5,540,214 Jackson 2,771,720
49. Plaquemines 1,436,920 Union 5,533,093 Evangeline 2,652,917
50. C laiborne 1,287,035 Jackson 5,215,494 Concordia 2,252,657
51. Beauregard 1,281,959 Grant 5,184,080 City  of Bogalusa 2,245,048
52. C ity  of Bogalusa 1,260,273 West Baton Rouge 5,024,221 Allen 2,175,146
53. East F e l ic ia n a 1,248,675 East F e l ic ia n a 4,752,361 Winn 2,059,941
54. Union 1,186,663 Plaquemines 4,613,037 Claiborne 1,958,737
55. Catahoula 1,183,731 Claiborne 4,564,579 East C a r ro l l 1,567,423
Table 6 (c o n t in u e d )
Rank D i s t r i c t
Federal
Amount D i s t r i c t
S ta te
Amount D i s t r i c t
Local
Amount
56. J e f f e r s o n  Davis $ 1,161,848 LaSalle $ 4,496,334 Washington $ 1,465,704
57. West C a r ro l l 1,054,033 Catahoula 4,302,532 Union 1,465,523
58. S t .  Helena 1,014,821 Madison 4,219,272 Grant 1,376,242
59. West F e l ic ia n a 1,007,556 West C a r ro l l 4,069,133 Catahoula 1,352,858
60. Tensas 953,905 S t .  Helena 3,376,922 Caldwell 1,343,856
61. B ie n v i l le 918,946 Caldwell 3,367,431 Madison 1,285,421
62. LaSalle 766,132 East C a rro l l 3,183,641 West C a r ro l l 1,158,860
63. Red River 750,453 Tensas 2,859,089 East F e l ic ia n a 1,109,770
64. Caldwell 734,286 Red River 2,840,686 Tensas 832,184
65. Cameron 724,594 Cameron 2,593,816 Red River 678,360
66. Jackson 699,254 West F e l ic ia n a 2,461,122 S t .  Helena 625,412
Source:
132 Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  Department of Education, B u l le t in  1472, Bureau of Research,
1980 -  81.
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In 1975, sixteen d istric ts  received more than the mean amount of $2,197,109 
of revenue coming from  federal sources, and seventeen received more than the 
mean amount of $3,438,704 in 1980. Sixteen d istric ts  received more revenue 
from the s ta te  than the mean of $8,974,983 in 1975, and seventeen received more 
than the mean s ta te  revenue of $14,527,492 in 1980. At the local level, sixteen 
d istric ts  received more revenue than the  mean of $4,799,749 in 1975, and 
seventeen received more than the mean of $9,494,274 in 1980. These figures 
indicated th a t th e re  w ere rela tively  sm aller numbers of school d istric ts  (16-17) 
receiving larger am ounts of funds from all th ree  sources during both years under 
study; approxim ately seventy-five percent of the school d istric ts  were receiving 
less than the average from each of the th ree  sources of revenue. These revenue 
disparities were expected  from  s ta te  and federal sources because of differences 
among school d istric ts  in areas such as student enrollm ent and special programs. 
The large number of d is tric ts  falling below the average in revenue from local 
sources indicated th a t the re  w ere disparities among the d istric ts , since the 
amount of revenue obtained from local sources was prim arily a function of the 
w ealth of the d is tric ts  and tax  e ffo rt of the residents of the d istric ts.
D ata reported  in Tables 7 and 8 w ere compiled to  present the  ranks of each 
school d is tric t by percentages of to ta l revenue derived from federal, s ta te , and 
local sources w ith 1975 data  reported  in Table 7 and 1980 data  indicated in Table
8. Cameron Parish had the highest percentage of revenue from local sources 
during both years with 68.38 percent in 1975 and 61.52 percent in 1980. Union 
Parish and St. Helena Parish ranked lowest in percentages of revenue from local 
sources with Union Parish receiving 10.75 percent of its  funds from local sources 
in 1975 and St. Helena Parish receiving 12.46 percen t of its funds from local 
sources in 1980. Cam eron Parish ranked lowest in percentage of revenue coming 
from s ta te  sources during both years with 24.77 percent in 1975 and 30.08
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Table 7
Rank of School D istric ts in Terms of Percentage 
Revenue Received from 
Federal, S tate, and Local Sources, 1975

















East Baton Rouge 9.46 60
East Carroll 23.60 1








Jefferson Davis 10.55 55







N atchitoches 21.03 9.5
Orleans 18.89 18
Ouachita 10.09 52
Plaque mine 10.83 53
S tate  Rank Local Rank
59.77 32.5 24.46 29
58.15 42 23.04 34
52.07 57 40.01 5
60.29 29 22.58 36
63.46 19 15.60 58
60.20 30 26.69 24
62.94 21 16.86 54
63.90 16 21.80 41
52.03 59 36.89 9
54.65 53 35.69 10.5
64.84 10 17.06 53
24.77 66 68.38 1
57.26 45 21.87 39
70.78 4 11.54 65
56.89 47 21.78 42
68.38 6 14.03 60
50.51 60 40.03 4
55.26 52 21.13 43
67.91 7 13.53 62
59.12 36 17.92 50
61.98 25 19.02 47
71.19 3 11.90 63
58.09 43 27.02 23
48.89 61 35.69 10.5
62.24 23 25.24 25
53.01 56 39.71 6
58.20 41 31.25 19
56.88 48 31.21 20
59.77 32.5 30.61 21
66.30 9 22.61 35
62.28 22 23.79 30
71.90 2 18.90 48
59.39 35 17.82 52
58.66 38 20.29 46
58.24 40 20.73 44
48.89 62 32.22 15
64.03 14 25.07 27
52.06 58 37.11 8
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Table 7 (continued)


















































































































Rank of School D istric ts in Terms of Percentage 
Revenue Received from
Federal, S tate, and Local Sources, 1980
D istric t Federal Rank State Rank Local Rank
Acadia 13.91 33 56.76 35 29.30 33
Allen 21.82 5 57.63 33 20.55 52
Ascension 10.09 50 49.49 51 40.42 11
Assumption 13.36 37 52.23 46 34.41 25
Avoyelles 17.12 21 59.43 26 23.45 48
Beauregard 8.32 58 61.83 12 29.85 32
Bienville 7.69 62 56.10 37 36.21 21
Bossier 11.32 46 61.54 15 27.14 37
Caddo 11.61 45 53.02 43 35.37 24
Calcasieu 9.39 54 48.69 54 41.92 9
Caldwell 13.48 36 61.84 11 24.68 45
Cameron 8.40 57 30.08 66 61.52 1
Catahoula 17.31 20 62.91 8 19.78 53
Claiborne 16.48 24 58.44 30 25.08 42
Concordia 17.98 15 60.57 17 21.45 51
DeSoto 16.54 23 52.22 47 31.24 29
East Baton Rouge 8.03 60 52.93 44 39.04 15
East Carroll 25.10 2 50.19 50 24.71 44
East Feliciana 17.56 19 66.83 3 15.61 63
Evangeline 21.80 6 60.24 19 17.96 56
Franklin 11.93 43 62.43 10 25.64 40
G rant 18.92 12 64.07 7 17.01 61
Iberia 12.14 41 55.43 39.5 32.43 26
Iberville 14.75 29 48.55 55 36.70 18
Jackson 8.05 59 60.04 22 31.91 27
Jefferson 5.30 66 50.44 49 44.26 7
Jefferson Davis 6.42 64 46.44 58 47.14 5
L afayette 10.20 49 49.45 53 40.35 12
Lafourche 10.41 48 57.90 31 31.69 28
LaSalle 9.24 56 54.26 41 36.50 20
Lincoln 12.07 42 60.16 21 27.77 36
Livingston 9.52 52.5 60.29 18 30.19 31
Madison 23.66 3 58.51 29 17.83 59
Morehouse 20.15 11 57.37 34 22.48 50
N atchitoches 20.22 10 55.71 38 24.07 47
Orleans 18.59 13 45.93 59 35.48 23
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Table 8 (continued)
D istric t Federal Rank S tate  Rank Local Rank
O uachita 10.07 51
Plaque mine 14.28 32
Pointe Coupee 18.44 14
Rapides 15.30 27
Red River 17.58 18
Richland 15.52 26
Sabine 14.68 30
St. Bernard 9.52 52.5
St. Charles 6.75 63
St. Helena 20.23 8.5
St. Jam es 13.18 39
St. John 11.69 44
St. Landry 22.28 4
St. Martin 13.14 40
St. Mary 10.57 47









West Baton Rouge 15.15 28
West Carroll 16.78 22
West Feliciana 13.33 38
Winn 16.46 25
City of Monroe 17.83 16
City of Bogalousa 13.80 34
59.60 25 30.33 30
45.85 60 39.87 13
53.53 42 28.03 35
59.88 24 24.82 43
66.53 4 15.89 62
55.43 39.5 29.05 34
59.42 27 25.90 39
52.84 45 37.64 16
34.82 64 58.43 2
67.31 2 12.46 66
47.34 57 39.48 14
45.46 61 42.85 8
60.17 20 17.55 60
51.33 48 35.53 22
43.73 62 45.70 6
57.64 32 36.47 19
62.57 9 19.77 54
61.55 14 17.91 57
49.46 52 41.26 10
67.60 1 17.90 58
60.20 63 50.86 4
59.40 28 15.21 64
66.29 5 13.48 66
60.03 23 26.35 38
47.72 56 37.13 17
64.77 6 18.45 55
32.57 65 54.10 3
60.90 16 22.64 49
56.62 36 25.55 41
61.61 13 64.59 46
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percent in 1980. Union Parish had the highest percentage of revenue from s ta te  
sources during both years with 72.98 percent in 1975 and 67.60 percent in 1980. 
East Carroll Parish received 23.60 percent of its  revenue from federal sources, 
to  rank highest of the d istric ts  in 1975, while Vernon Parish received 25.39 
percent of its funds from  federal sources, to  rank highest of the d is tric ts  in 
percentage of revenue in 1980. Cameron Parish received 6.85 percent of its  to ta l 
revenue from federal sources in 1975 to  rank lowest of all d istric ts , while 
Jefferson Parish received 5.30 percent of its  funds from federal sources, to  rank 
lowest in percentage of revenue in 1980.
As shown, the  ranges between the highest and lowest d istric ts  in percen­
tages of revenue from the  th ree  sources were extensive for both years under 
study. The range of percentages of revenue from federal sources in 1975 
indicated th a t the d is tric t with the highest percentage was approxim ately 314 
tim es more than the d is tric t with the lowest percentage. The range of 
percentages of revenue from s ta te  sources in 1975 showed a d ifference of alm ost 
th ree  tim es between the highest and lowest d istric ts . The range of percentages 
of revenue from local sources in 1975 indicated th a t the d istric t with the highest 
percentage was over six tim es g rea ter than the  d istric t with the lowest 
percentage. The differences in ranges of percentages from the th ree  sources of 
revenue in 1980 were sim ilar to  th a t in 1975, with a difference of approxim ately 
five tim es between the  highest and lowest d istric ts  in percentage of revenue 
from federal sources, a  d ifference of slightly more than two tim es betw een the 
highest and lowest d istric ts  in percentage of revenue from s ta te  sources, a 
d ifference of alm ost five tim es between the  highest and lowest d istric ts  in 
percentage of revenue from local sources.
The large variation in ranges of percentages during both years under study 
indicated th a t the re  was no consistency among school d istric ts  in relation to  the
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percentages of revenue derived from the th ree  governm ental levels. The 
d ifferences can be a ttribu ted  to  the re la tive  w ealth of the d is tric t in term s of 
assessed property values and per cap ita  income with the richer d istric ts  
receiving larger percentages from  local sources and poorer d istric ts  relying more 
heavily on the s ta te  for incom e. The differences in the percentage of revenue 
from  federal sources can be a ttr ib u ted  to  size of the d istric ts  in term s of number 
of students, socio-econom ic sta tus of residents, number of educationally handi­
capped, and other d ifferences in areas funded by federal aid programs.
D ata in Table 9 were compiled to  show a summary of school revenue in 
term s of percentage of revenue received from federal, s ta te , and local sources in 
1975 and 1980. In Table 9, mean percentages of revenue from each of the th ree 
sources for 1975 and 1980 are  shown. The data  also showed an analysis of the 
sixty-six school d is tric ts  by in tervals of percentages of revenue from federal, 
s ta te , and local sources. The length of each in terval was 5 percent.
As the data  indicated on Table 9, the  mean percentage of revenue from 
federal sources in 1975 was 15.53 percent while the mean decreased 1.28 p,ercent 
to  14.25 percen t in 1980. The mean percentage of revenue from s ta te  sources 
was 59.05 percen t in 1975 and 55.34 percent in 1980, which am ounted to  a 
decrease of 3.71 percen t. The mean percentage of revenue from local sources 
was 25.42 percen t in 1975 and 30.41 percent in 1980, which represented an 
increase of 4.99 percent.
An analysis of the percentages of revenue by the  in tervals shown on Table 
9 indicated th a t the  number of d istric ts  in the upper in tervals of percentage of 
revenue from federal and s ta te  sources decreased between 1975 and 1980, while 
the number of d is tric ts  in the  upper intervals of percentages of revenue from 
local sources showed an increase during th a t sam e period. In percentage of 
revenue from federal sources, th irty -five d istric ts  w ere in the two intervals
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Table  9
Summary of D is t r ib u t io n  of School D i s t r i c t s  in  Terms of Percen t 
of School Funds Received from F e d e ra l ,  S ta t e ,  and Local Sources
1975 and 1980
P ercen t F edera l S ta te Local
1975 1980 1975 1980 1975 1980
70.0 -  74.99 4
65.0 -  69.99 5 5 1
60.0 -  64.99 22 18 1
55.0 -  59.99 21 17 1
50.0 -  54.99 8 10 2
45.0  -  49.99 2 11 1 2
40.0  -  44.99 3 2 3 6
35.0 -  39.99 6 12
30.0 -  34.99 3 10 7
25.0 -  29.99 6 11
20.0 -  24.99 14 11 1 19 10
15.0 -  19.99 21 17 12 12
10.0 -  14.99 22 23 8 2
5 .0  -  9.99 9 15
Number of 
D i s t r i c t s 66 66 66 66 66 66
Mean Percen tages 15.53 14.25 59.05 55.34 25.42 30.41
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ranging from 15.00 to  24.99 in 1975. In 1980, the  number of d istric ts  in those 
in tervals decreased to  tw enty-eight. In percentage of revenue from s ta te  
sources, thirty-one d istric ts  w ere in the upper th ree  intervals, 60.00 - 74.99 
percent in 1975, while only tw en ty -th ree  d istric ts  were in the same intervals in 
1980. In percentage of revenue from local sources, eleven d istric ts  w ere in the 
intervals ranging from 35.00 percent to  69.99 percent in 1975. This number 
increased to  tw enty-four d istric ts  in 1980. Of the  sixty-six school d istric ts , 
forty-six showed declines between 1975 and 1980 in percentage of revenue from 
federal sources. There was a sim ilar decline in percentage of revenue from s ta te  
sources, with fifty-one d istric ts  showing a decrease during th a t tim e fram e. 
Percentages of revenue derived from local sources showed increases in fifty - 
th ree  d istric ts  between 1975 and 1980.
The data presented on Table 7 and 8 indicated th a t there  were shifts in 
percentages of revenue derived from federal, s ta te  and local sources between 
1975 and 1980. The shifts resulted in school d istric ts  in Louisiana receiving less 
of the ir to ta l revenue from federal and s ta te  sources and more from local 
sources between 1975 and 1980.
Federal Sources of Revenue
D ata presented in Tables 10 and 11 were compiled and analyzed in order to  
respond to  the following question: what w ere the major programs funded for 
public elem entary and secondary education from federal funds? In Table 10, a 
categorical analysis of revenue from federal sources in 1975 was presented. The 
analysis included amounts of federal revenue received by school d is tric ts  from 
the  major federal aid programs and the  percentages of to ta l federal revenue 
derived from each of the identified programs. As indicated in Table 10, the two 
la rgest sources of federal revenue for school d istric ts  in 1975 were: (l) the
Table 10
C la s s i f i c a t i o n  of Federal Revenue by Programs fo r  School D i s t r i c t s ,  1975
Program Amount Percen t
1 . ESEA -  T i t l e  I $ 55,695,485 38.41
2. School Food Serv ice  and Milk Program 52,997,192 36.55
3. V ocational Education 5,416,396 3.74
4. Aid fo r  F ed era l ly  A ffected Areas -  Maintenance 
and Operation 3,014,349 2.07
5. ESEA -  T i t l e  I I 2,088,961 1.44
6. Education of the  Handicapped 1,634,642 1.13
7. Adult Education 1,316,446 .91
8. NDEA -  T i t l e  I I I 787,686 .54
9. Aid fo r  F ed e ra l ly  A ffected Areas -  C a p i ta l  Outlay 7,260
10. Other 22,050,788 15.21
T o ta l  $145,009,205 100.00
Source:
127th Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  Department of Education, B u l le t in  No. 1472, 
Bureau of Research and Development, 1975 -  76.
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School Food Service and Special Milk program s which generated 36.55 percen t of 
the  to ta l federal revenue and (2) T itle I of th e  Elem entary and Secondary 
Education Act, which was concerned with rem edial program s and represented 
38.^1 percent of th e  to ta l federal revenue. The remaining federal revenue was 
distributed among a  number of o ther federal aid program s. As was reported  in 
1975, Orleans Parish was by fa r th e  largest recip ien t of federal funds, receiving 
over tw en ty -th ree  million dollars in federal aid. East Baton Rouge Parish 
followed in am ount of federal revenue by receiving alm ost nine million dollars in 
1975. (Also see Table 38 in the  Appendix.)
In Table 11, a categorical analysis of revenue from federal sources for 1980 
was presented. The 132nd Annual R eport of the  Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of 
Education did not list federal revenue by program category in 1980, but grouped 
the programs into four classifications: (l) re s tric ted  revenue; (2) un restric ted
revenue; (3) revenue in lieu of taxes; and (4) revenue on behalf of local education 
agencies. The R eport did list revenue received by school d istric ts  in 1980 from 
Title I of the E lem entary and Secondary Education Act.
Revenue classified as re s tric ted  was revenue th a t was earm arked for a 
particu lar category  and could only be used for the program so designated. 
R estricted  federal aid included revenue for programs generated  from the 
Elem entary and Secondary Education A ct of 1965, adult education, vocational 
education, Education of th e  Handicapped A ct, and a  number of o ther programs. 
R estric ted  aid program s generated  91.28 percen t of the to ta l federal aid to  
school d is tric ts  in 1980. The rem aining 8.72 percent was d istributed among the 
o ther th ree  categories of federal aid. Revenue received by school d is tric ts  from 
Title I of th e  Elem entary and Secondary Education Act in 1980 represented 37.93 
percent of the to ta l federal revenue which was a slight decrease from 1975.
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Table 11
C la s s i f i c a t io n  o f F ed era l Revenue by Programs 
fo r  School D i s t r i c t s  in  1980
C la s s i f i c a t io n Amount P ercen t
R e s tr ic te d $207,164,983.00 91.28
U n re s tr ic te d 7 ,6 2 2 ,9 9 3 .0 0 3 .36
Revenue in  L ieu o f Taxes 1 ,4 2 5 ,4 0 7 .0 0 0 .63
Revenue fo r /o n  B ehalf of 
Local E ducation  A gencies 10 ,741 ,115 .00 4 .7 3
T o ta l $226,954,498.00 100.00
N ote:
No o th e r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f fe d e ra l  funds was a v a i la b le  o th e r  
th an  in  term s o f th e  c a te g o r ie s  in d ic a te d  in  T able 11. Act No. 11 
o f 1980 (A p p ro p ria tio n s  A ct) re p o rte d  th e  fo llo w in g  f e d e ra l  funds 
a l lo c a te d  to  s p e c i f i c  program s:
1 . I n s t r u c t io n a l  S e rv ice s $ 490,895
2. E lem entary and Secondary E ducation 223,386
3 . A dult E ducation 1 ,971,192
4 . ESEA -  T i t l e  I 104,241,651
5 . ESEA -  T i t l e  IV 8,445 ,878
6 . T ech n ica l A ss is tan ce 417,347
7 . V eterans E ducation 399,551
8 . Local School S e rv ice s 99 ,251,176
9 . R esearch and Development 6 ,200
10. S p e c ia l E ducation 27,101,894
11. V o ca tio n a l E ducation 14,158,093
I t  should  be no ted  th a t  some of th e  funds in d ic a te d  above 
rem ain in  th e  S ta te  Departm ent o f  E ducation  fo r  a d m in is tr a t iv e  pu r­
p o ses . These amounts do n o t r e f l e c t  th e  a c tu a l  sums d is t r ib u te d  to  
lo c a l  sch o o l b o ard s .
The 132nd Annual R e p o rt. 1980 -  81 , o f th e  L o u isian a  S ta te  
D epartm ent o f E ducation  re p o r te d  schoo l d i s t r i c t s  re c e iv e d  $86,084,095 
in  f e d e ra l  funds from ESEA T i t l e  I  in  1980. T h is  amount re p re se n te d  
37.93 p e rce n t o f  th e  t o t a l  f e d e ra l  revenue in  1980.
Table 11 (continued)
S o u rces :
132nd Annual R eport o f th e  L o u isian a  S ta te  D epartm ent o f 
E d u ca tio n , Bureau o f R esearch , 1980 -  81.
Act 11 o f  th e  S ta te  o f L o u is ia n a , A cts o f The L e g is la tu r e . 
1980. Vol. 1 , 1980.
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S ta te  Sources of Revenue
D ata presented in Tables 12-15 addresses the  following question: what were 
the  majp>- program s funded for public elem entary  and secondary education from 
s ta te  funds? In Table 12, a ca tegorica l analysis of revenue from s ta te  sources in 
1975 was presented. Included in Table 12 w ere the  am ounts of s ta te  revenue 
received by school d istric ts  from  the various s ta te  programs. The data  indicated 
th a t the la rgest single source of s ta te  aid to  school d is tric ts  in 1975 was revenue 
distributed as equalization aid under the s ta te 's  Minimum Foundation Program.
i
Equalization aid to  school d istric ts  in 1975 to ta lled  $479,939,179, which rep re­
sented 84.06 percent of the  to ta l s ta te  aid to  school d istric ts . The next highest 
source of s ta te  aid in 1975 was from the s ta te 's  revenue sharing program to  pay 
ad valorem taxes under the  hom estead exem ption program, as levied by local 
d is tric ts . Funds from the revenue sharing program represented 6.35 percent of
the  to ta l s ta te  aid in 1975. The s ta te 's  share of employer's contribution to
teacher re tirem en t, which am ounted to  5.59 percen t of the to ta l s ta te  aid in 
1975, was the  third highest funded s ta te  program . (See Table 39 in the  Appendix 
for da ta  on individual school d istric ts .)
In Table 13, a  ca tegorica l analysis of revenue from s ta te  sources in 1980 is 
presented. The 132nd Annual R eport of th e  Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of
Education did not report a  parish-by-parish analysis of s ta te  revenue by
categories, but gave to ta ls  by classifications of re s tric ted  or unrestric ted  
revenue. Revenue in the  un restric ted  (general aid) classification was derived 
from s ta te  aid programs which included equalization aid, revenue sharing, 16th 
Section Land Fund (in terest), and o ther minor sources. Revenue classified as 
re s tric ted  included the  s ta te 's  share of em ployer's contributions to  teachers ' 
re tirem en t, vocational education, adult education, special education, and other 
minor sources. U nrestricted  general s ta te  aid to  school d istric ts  to talled
Table 12
C la s s i f i c a t io n  of S ta te  Revenue By Source 
fo r  School D i s t r i c t s  in  L ouisiana , 1975
Source Amount Percent
1. E q u a l iza tio n  Aid
(Minimum Foundation Program) $497,939,179 84.06
2. S ix te en th  Section  Land Fund ( I n t e r e s t ) 75,806 .01
3. Revenue Sharing 37,631,970 6.35
4. Employers' C on tr ibu tion  to  Teachers ' Retirement 33,106,350 5.59
5. S pec ia l Education 1,837,644 .31
6. Adult Education 1,259,247 .21
7. V ocational Education 6,878,642 1.16
8. Other 13,630,031 2.30
T ota l $592,348,869 100.00
Source:
127th Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  Department of Education, B u l l e t in  1472, 
Bureau of Research and Development, 1975 -  76.
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T able  13
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of S ta te  Revenue by Source 
fo r  School D i s t r i c t s  in  L ou is iana ,  1980
C la s s i f i c a t i o n Amount Percent
R e s t r ic te d





T ota l $958,821,070 100.00
Note: Act 11 of 1980 (A pprop ria tions  Act) rep o r ted  the fo llow ing  appro­
p r ia t io n s  fo r  1980.
1. E q u a l iza tio n  Aid $754,326,654
2. S ix te en th  S ec tion  Land Fund I n t e r e s t  account d i s t r i b u t e d
by S ta te  T reasu re r  $75,806 
(no change)
3. Revenue Sharing $94,500,000 ( t o t a l  -  school
b o a rd 's  share  e s tim ated  a t  
$45,000,000)
4. Academic Support 139,236
5. I n s t r u c t i o n a l  S erv ice s 5,887,206
6. Elementary and Secondary Education 3,013,961
7. Bureau of Reading 3,372,273
8. D river S afe ty  Education 1,722,175
9. Adult Education 4,677,125
10. Curriculum Development 3,124,629
11. M a te r ia ls  of I n s t r u c t io n 19,309,424
12. A ux il ia ry  Programs Support 273,423
13. Comprehensive Employment T ra in ing  Act 3 ,805,000
14. Technical A ss is tance 9,181
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Table 13 (c o n t in u e d )
15. E duca tiona l and R ec re a t io n a l  Center $ 155,068
16. Local School Serv ices 15,382,180
17. S p ec ia l  Education 16,987,989
18. V ocational Education 5,579,075
I t  should be noted ' th a t  some of the funds in d ic a te d  above remain in  the 
S ta te  Department of Education fo r  a d m in is t r a t iv e  purposes. These amounts 
do not r e f l e c t  the  a c tu a l  sums d i s t r i b u t e d  to  lo c a l  school d i s t r i c t s .
Source:
132nd Annual Report of the Louisiana S ta te  Department of Educa­
t i o n ,  B u l l e t in  No. 1472, Bureau of Research, 1980 -  1981.
Act 11 of the  S ta t e  of L ou is iana , Acts of the  L e g i s l a tu r e , 
1980, Vol. I ,  1980.
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$842,629,965 in 1980, which represented  87.88 percent of the to ta l s ta te  aid. The 
remaining 12.12 percent was divided among the  restric ted  classification sources.
D ata presented on Table 14 were compiled to  analyze equalization revenue 
received by school d is tric ts  in 1975 and 1980. S ta te  aid to  school d is tric ts  in the 
form of equalization revenue to ta lled  $479,939,179 in 1975 and $754,628,587 in 
1980. The percentage of to ta l s ta te  aid to  school d istric ts  th a t was derived from 
equalization distributions was 84.06 percent in 1975 and 78.70 percent in 1980. 
The percentage of s ta te  aid coming from equalization in 1980 indicated a 
decrease of 5.36 percent from  th a t reported  in 1975.
In Table 15, a summary of the distributrion of equalization aid to  school 
d istric ts  in Louisiana in 1975 and 1980 is presented. Orleans Parish was noted as 
having received the largest am ount in equalization in 1975 and 1980. It was noted 
th a t in 1975, th irty -eigh t school d istric ts  or approxim ately fifty-six  percent of 
the d is tric ts  received less than five million dollars from this distribution. By 
1980, equalization aid in O rleans Parish had increased to  in excess of seventy 
million dollars, whereas the number of parishes receiving less than five million 
dollars had decreased substantially . Since a large number of d istric ts  received 
less than $5,000,000 from this major s ta te  program, a fu rther review of data  was 
conducted to  reveal the  following distribution:
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Table 14
D is tr ib u t io n  o f E q u a liz a tio n  Aid Funds (Minimum Foundation Program) 
to  School D i s t r i c t s  in  L o u is ia n a , 1975 and 1980
D i s t r i c t 1975 1980
A cadia $ 7 ,016 ,153 $ 9 ,998,861
A llen 3 ,496 ,349 4,919,291
A scension 6 ,450 ,592 10,689,864
Assumption 3 ,100,897 4,809 ,414
A voyelles 5 ,941 ,316 8 ,382,384
B eauregard 4 ,419,072 7,390,391
B ie n v il le 3 ,186 ,629 4,435 ,284
B o ss ie r 11,432,184 17,867,691
Caddo 28,187,798 42,661 ,223
C a lcas ieu 20,590,091 30,244,963
C aldw ell 1 ,619 ,327 2 ,707 ,358
Cameron 655,279 1 ,980 ,038
C atahoula 2 ,277 ,353 3 ,374 ,513
C la ib o rn e 2 ,591 ,358 3,602,115
C oncordia 3 ,596,988 5,154,302
DeSoto 3 ,994 ,222 5,439,161
E ast Baton Rouge 38,916,170 59,587,816
E ast C a r ro ll 1 ,692 ,183 2,493,821
E ast F e lic ia n a 2,660,271 3,680,574
E vangeline 4 ,956 ,003 7,219 ,585
F ra n k lin 4 ,500 ,724 6,185,101
G rant 2 ,622 ,493 4 ,216 ,025
I b e r ia 9 ,278 ,019 15,323,422
I b e r v i l l e 5 ,403 ,396 6 ,746 ,914
Jackson 2 ,571,419 4,002 ,007
J e f fe r s o n 39,722,753 60,288,554
J e f fe r s o n  Davis 4 ,641 ,596 6 ,435 ,334
L a fa y e tte 16,432,071 24,806,465
Lafourche 11,326,423 17,573,099
LaSalle 2 ,285 ,316 3,538 ,064
L inco ln 4 ,084 ,117 6 ,013 ,929
L iv in g s to n 7 ,246 ,787 12,838,871
Madison 2,257 ,383 3 ,394,464
Morehouse 4 ,626 ,583 6 ,562 ,018
N atch ito ch es 6 ,281 ,614 9 ,693 ,612
O rleans 48,587,521 71,756,996
O uachita 11 ,693,448 17,679,076
Plaquem ines 2 ,474 ,708 3 ,659 ,434
P o in te  Coupee 3 ,520 ,766 4 ,763 ,656
R apides 16,813,292 25,429,941
Red R iver 1 ,425 ,983 2,223 ,485
R ichland 3 ,759 ,684 5,036 ,002
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Table 14 (continued)
D is t r i c t 1975 1980
Sabine $ 3,384,507 $ 5 ,220,533
S t .  Bernard 7 ,331 ,075 10,620,586
S t.  C harles 5 ,392,881 8 ,389,826
S t .  Helena 1 ,912,007 2,829 ,408
S t .  James 3 ,653 ,436 4 ,951 ,424
S t .  John 3 ,826 ,790 5 ,833,066
S t .  Landry 13,331,206 19,115,149
S t .  M artin  , 5 ,442 ,870 8 ,626,824
S t .  Mary 7,996,301 12,087,515
S t .  Tammany 11,050,858 20,074,103
Tangipahoa 10,350,355 15,715,600
Tensas 1 ,674 ,133 2,142,086
Terrebonne 12,949,876 19,471,024
Union 3 ,186 ,690 4 ,476,126
V erm ilion 4 ,837 ,582 8 ,786,796
Vernon 5 ,932,563 10,270,974
W ashington 3,807,744 5,884,624
W ebster 6 ,215,921 9 ,012,678
West Baton Rouge 2,622,092 4 ,013 ,906
West C a r ro ll 2 ,309 ,962 3,212,903
West F e lic ia n a 1 ,401,267 1,930,714
Winn 2 ,890,887 4 ,126,336
C ity  o f Monroe 5 ,102 ,020 8,823,051
C ity  o f Bogalusa 3 ,000 ,040 4,218,217







127th Annual R eport o f th e  L ouisiana S ta te  Departm ent of 
E d u ca tio n , B u lle t in  No. 1472, Bureau o f Research and Development, 
1975 -  76.
C irc u la r  No. 661, Budget L e t t e r ,  L ou isiana S ta te  Departm ent 
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Table 15
Summary of D is t r ib u t io n  of E qua l iza tion  Aid Funds 
(Minimum Foundation Program) to  School D i s t r i c t s  
in  L ouisiana , 1975 and 1980
D is t r ib u t io n
in
M ill io n s
Number of D i s t r i c t s  
1975 . 1980
Change in  Number of D i s t r i c t s  
Increased  Decreased
$70 -  74 1 1
65 -  69
60 -  64 1 1
55 -  59 1 1
50 -  54
45 -  49 1 1
40 -  44 1 1
35 -  39 2 2
30 -  34 1 1
25 -  29 1 1
20 -  24 1 2 1
15 -  19 2 7 5
10 -  14 7 5 2
5 - 9 14 21 7
Less than 5 38 25 13
T o ta l Number
of D i s t r i c t s 66 66 18 18
T o ta l Amount
D is t r ib u te d  $497,939,179 $754,628,587
Table 15 (c o n t in u ed )
Sources:
127th Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  Department of Education, Bureau of Research, 1980 









4.00 - 4.99 7 11
3.00 -  3.99 13 7




a Cameron Parish ($655,279)
^West Feliciana Parish ($1,930,714) and Cameron Parish ($1,980,038)
In 1975, the mean revenue derived from equalization aid to  school d istric ts  
was $7,574,836. Eleven d istric ts  received revenue in excess of th a t mean in 
1975, which indicated th a t approxim ately eighty-three percent of the d istric ts  
received equalization aid below the  average for all d istric ts  in th a t year. In 
1980, the  mean revenue derived from equalization distributions to talled  
$11,433,776. Seventeen d istric ts  received revenue in excess of th a t mean in 1980, 
which indicated th a t approxim ately seventy-four percent of the d istric ts  
received equalization aid below the average for all d is tric ts  in th a t year.
Local Sources of Revenue
D ata presented in tab les 16-20 are  used to  address the following question: 
w hat were the major sources of local tax  revenue available to  school d istric ts  for
if.
public elem entary and secondary education? Revenue for support of public 
4
In Tables- 40-41, da ta  rela ting  to  the  millage and revenue produced by ad 
valorem taxes w ere presented for each school d is tric t for 1975 and 1980, 
respectively. Due to  the length, the  tables were placed in the Appendix.
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schools in Louisiana from local sources was prim arily derived from ad valorem 
(property) taxes and sales taxes in 1975 and 1980. Tables 16-19 w ere prepared to  
present data  re la tive  to  property taxes co llected  by school d is tric ts  in Louisiana 
in 1975 and 1980, while Table 20 was prepared to  present da ta  re la tive  to  sales 
tax  collections.
It was noted th a t the  Constitutional Tax was earm arked for current 
operation expenditures, while the Building, Repair, and Equipment Tax, and the 
Bond and In terest Tax w ere earm arked for cap ital outlay expenditures. The 
Additional Support Tax could be levied for cu rren t operations or cap ita l outlay, 
depending on specific authorization. Of the four taxes authorized for levy by 
school d istric ts , all but the  C onstitutional Tax required voter approval. The 
C onstitutional Tax was authorized on an annual basis by a  m ajority of the 
governing board of the  school d is tric t.
D ata revealed th a t all school d istric ts  levied the Constitutional Tax in 1975 
which produced $37,933,796 in revenue for the  d istric ts . The amount of levy 
authorized under the C onstitutional Tax was five mills for all school d istric ts  
except Orleans Parish, which had special legislative permission to  levy th irteen  
mills. In 1980, as indicated on Table 43, all school d is tric ts  again levied the 
C onstitutional Tax which generated  $48,939,669 in revenue for the school 
d is tric ts . The levies authorized under th e  Constitutional Tax ranged from a high 
of 25.66 mills in Orleans Parish to  a  low of 2.75 mills in L afayette  Parish.
The Additional Support Tax (m aintenance and support) was levied by all but 
th ree  school d istric ts  in 1975. Those d istric ts  th a t did not have authorized levy 
included Plaquemines, Orleans, and West Feliciana Parishes. The authorized 
millage ra tes  under the  Additional Support Tax ranged from a low of 2 mills in 
Rapides Parish to  a high of 12 mills in East Baton Rouge, St. M artin, and Winn 
Parishes. Total revenue generated  for school d istric ts  from the  Additional
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Support Tax in 1975 to ta lled  $30,613,684. In 1980, all school d istric ts , with the 
exception of Ascension, Orleans, Plaquemines, and West Feliciana Parishes, 
levied the Additional Support Tax, which produced revenue amounting to 
$51,722,566. The range of levy among the school d istric ts  in 1980 was from a low 
of 1 mill in Evangeline Parish to  a high of 20.62 mills in East Baton Rouge Parish.
T hirty-three school d is tric ts  authorized levy of the Building and Equipment 
Tax in 1975, which resulted in revenue to talling  $7,059,432. The range of levy 
was from a low of 1 mill in N atchitoches and West Carroll Parishes, to  a high of 
12 mills in N atchitoches Parish. The high and low millage in N atchitoches 
resulted  from wards within the d is tric t having d ifferen t levies under th e  Building 
and Equipment Tax. In 1980, th irty -th ree  school d is tric ts  authorized levy of the 
Building and Equipment Tax, which generated  $11,036,931 in revenue. The range 
of levy was from a low of 1.69 mills in St. M artin Parish to  a high of 21.50 mills in 
Evangeline Parish.
Fourteen school d is tric ts  authorized collection of the Additional Support 
(capital outlay) Tax in 1975, which generated  revenue to talling  $6,832,698. The 
range of levy was from a low of 1 mill in East Baton Rouge Parish, to  a high of 7 
mills in seven d istric ts . F ifteen  d istric ts  authorized collection of the Additional 
Support Tax in 1980, which generated  $2,705,757 in revenue. The range of levy 
was from a low of 1.51 mills in St. Bernard Parish to  a high of 10 mills in LaSalle 
Parish.
All school d is tric ts , excep t Avoyelles, Orleans, Plaquemines, Pointe 
Coupee, and th e  C ity of Monroe, authorized levy of the  Bond and In terest Tax in 
1975, which generated  $51,267,169, in revenue. The range of millage authorized 
under the Bond and In terest Tax in 1975 was from a low of .05 mills in Ascension 
Parish to  a high of 50 mills in Vernon Parish. In 1980, all but five d istric ts  
authorized levy of the  Bond and In terest Tax, which produced revenue totalling
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$64,264,490. Evangeline, O rleans, Plaquemines, and Red River Parishes, and the 
City School D istric t of Monroe did not levy the  Bond and In terest Tax in 1980. 
The range of levy among those d istric ts  authorizing levy of the Bond and In terest 
Tax was from  a  low of .10 mills in Cameron Parish, to  a high of 150 mills in 
DeSoto Parish.
In summary, nine school d istric ts  authorized levies of all five ad valorem 
taxes in 1975, and tw elve d istric ts  authorized levies under all five ad valorem 
taxes in 1980. In both 1975 and 1980, Orleans Parish and Plaquemines Parish 
utilized the  C onstitutional Tax as their only authorized ad valorem tax  levy. Of 
the four taxes requiring voter approval in 1975, nine d istric ts  had authorization 
for levies under all four taxes, tw enty-tw o d istric ts  authorized levies under th ree  
ad valorem taxes,th irty -one d istric ts  authorized levies under two of the taxes, 
and two d istric ts  authorized levy under one of the  taxes. In 1980, of those ad 
valorem taxes requiring voter approval, twelve d istric ts  authorized levies under 
all four taxes, tw enty-one d istric ts  authorized levies under th ree  of the taxes, 
tw enty-eight d is tric ts  authorized levies under two of the taxes, and th ree  
d istric ts authorized levy under one of the taxes.
In Tables 16 and 17, d a ta  are presented to  summarize the  millages and 
revenue co llected  by school d is tric ts  in 1975 and 1980, respectively.
D ata in Tables 18 and 19 included the am ount of revenue and percentage of 
local revenue received by each school d is tric t from ad valorem tax collections, 
with Table 18 for 1975 and Table 19 for 1980. In 1975, St. Helena Parish 
recorded a  to ta l of $332,419 in revenue from ad valorem tax  levies. This amount 
represented 88.33 percen t of St. Helena Parish's local revenue, which ranked it 
highest among the  d istric ts  in te rm s of percentage of local revenue derived from 
ad valorem taxes. Avoyelles Par ish had the sm allest percentage of local revenue 
derived from ad valorem taxes in 1975, collecting $323,335 which represented
Table 16
Number of M ills  and Amounts C o llec ted  from Ad Valorem Taxes 
Levied by School D i s t r i c t s  in  L ouisiana, 1975
C o n s t i tu t io n a l  Maintenance and Operation B ldg .,  Repair,  and Bond and I n t e r e s t
Tax Tax Equipment Tax Tax
D i s t r i c t s  M ills  Amount D i s t r i c t s M ills Amount D i s t r i c t s M ills Amount D i s t r i c t s M il ls  Amount
63 .005 $22,381,801 2 0 $37,446,382 32 0 $7,059,432 4 0 $51,267,169
2 .003 2 .001 61 .002-
23 .005 2 .002 .050
1 .0055 3 .003
1 .006 1 .0035
20 .007 2 .004
2 .009 19 .005
1 .010 1 .006
6 .012 2 .007
1 .013 1 .012
6 .014
l a .013 15,551,595 l a 0 l a 0 l 3 0
66 $37,933,396 66 $37,446,382 66 $7,059,432 66 $51,267,269




Number of M ills  and Amounts C ollec ted  from Ad Valorem Taxes 
Levied by School D i s t r i c t s  in  L ouisiana, 1980
C o n s t i tu t io n a l
Tax
D i s t r i c t s  M ills  Amount
Maintenance and Operation 
Tax
D i s t r i c t s  M ills  Amount
B ldg .,  Repair,  and Bond 
Equipment Tax 
D i s t r i c t s  M ills  Amount D i s t r i c t
and I n t e r e s t  
Tax
M ills  Amount

















l a1 .025 21,994,618 l a .0 l a .0 l a .0
66 $48,939,669 66 $54,428,323 66 $11,036,921 66 $64,264,690
Orleans P a r ish
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T able  18
Percentage of Local Revenue of School D i s t r i c t s  in  Louisiana 
That Was Derived From C o lle c t io n  of Ad Valorem Taxes, 1975
D i s t r i c t P a r ish D is tr ic t /W a rd T o ta l Percen t
Acadia $ 702,971 $ 641,450 $ 1,344,421 39.74
Allen 207,065 609,752 816,817 48.85
Ascension 1,448,643 105,512 1,554,155 26.89
Assumption 526,368 0 526,368 39.00
Avoyelles 323,335 0 323,335 18.99
Beauregard 1,208,467 0 1,208,467 52.45
B ie n v i l le 507,648 201,976 709,624 71.27
B ossier 711,744 1,152,430 1,864,174 39.92
Caddo 12,469,306 0 12,469,306 50.00
C alcasieu 4,462,070 2,839,921 7,301,991 44.76
Caldwell 360,437 0 360,437 73.06
Cameron 1,009,514 233,250 1,242,764 48.58
Catahoula 325,739 211,935 537,674 52.79
Claiborne 281,616 56,411 338,027 69.80
Concordia 512,197 0 512,197 31.69
DeSoto 253,795 14,469 268,264 28.32
East Baton Rouge 18,606,492 0 18,606,492 49.43
East C a r ro l l 296,168 0 296,168 38.52
East F e l ic ia n a 162,283 93,923 256,206 41.75
Evangeline 172,245 483,730 655,975 38.35
F rank lin 298,060 412,943 711,003 45.42
Grant 208,010 148,028 356,038 68.45
I b e r ia 2 ,041,786 12,440 2,054,226 40.05
I b e r v i l l e 1,648,922 0 1,648,922 35.75
Jackson 590,324 21,320 611,644 49.13
J e f fe r s o n 11,792,353 0 11,792,353 33.60
J e f fe r s o n  Davis 599,904 898,202 1,498,106 52.46
L afa y e tte 2 ,787,100 0 2,787,100 25.89
Lafourche 2,405,562 0 2,405,562 35.75
LaSalle 603,581 168,125 771,706 83.69
Lincoln 695,735 295,804 991,539 53.39
Livingston 383,754 419,651 803,405 35.77
Madison 276,322 0 267,322 35.62
Morehouse 683,263 49,848 733,111 39.21
N atchitoches 360,324 668,980 1,049,304 40.33
Orleans 15,551,595 0 15,551,595 39.61
Ouachita 3 ,003,283 0 3,003,283 54.72
Plaquemines 956,446 0 956,446 47.42
Po in te  Coupee 262,490 0 262,490 29.39
Rapides 1,367,982 2,939,081 4,307,063 55.74
Red River 179,838 0 179,838 39.98
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Table lfi (continued)
D i s t r i c t P a r is h D is tr ic t/W a rd T o ta l P e rcen t
R ichland $ 302,475 !f 123,947 $ 426,422 36.48
Sabine 195,517 461,258 656,775 45.49
S t .  Bernard 2 ,431,015 0 2,431,015 49.01
S t .  C h arles 2 ,840 ,915 0 2,840,915 43.47
S t .  H elena 266,120 66,299 332,419 88.33
S t .  James 1 ,020,381 0 1,020,381 46.15
S t .  John 691,938 0 691,938 26.38
S t .  Landry 1 ,243,087 0 1,243,087 30.58
S t .  M artin 996,032 0 996,032 39.27
S t .  Mary 1 ,168,125 1 ,707 ,099 2,875 ,224 52.74
S t .  Tammany 1 ,796,326 139 1,796 ,465 39.39
Tangipahoa 434,513 404,839 839,352 25.71
Tensas 242,406 152,084 394,490 59.20
Terrebonne 3 ,882,073 0 3 ,882 ,073 43.65
Union 407,480 0 407,480 75.52
V erm ilion 335,068 779,747 1 ,114,815 19.86
Vernon 246,056 601,130 847,186 41.48
W ashington 330,598 79,526 410,124 39.86
W ebster 693,990 677,688 1,371 ,678 46.25
West Baton Rouge 850,630 0 850,630 44.35
West C a r ro ll 199,312 225,237 424,549 45.93
West F e l ic ia n a 379,266 0 379,266 27.35
Winn 308,643 278,192 586,835 46.65
C ity  o f Monroe 1 ,655 ,390 0 1,655,390 60.31
C ity  o f Bogalusa 1,279,319 0 1,279,319 63.16
T o ta l
Mean
$117,127,039 
$ 1 ,774 ,652 45.18
Source:
127th Annual R eport o f th e  L o u isian a  S ta te  Departm ent o f 
E d u ca tio n , B u lle t in  1472, Bureau of R esearch and Development, 1975 -  76.
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T able  19
Percentage of Local Revenue of School D i s t r i c t s  in  Louisiana 
That Was Derived From C o l le c t io n  of Ad Valorem Taxes, 1980
D i s t r i c t T o ta l Percen t






B ie n v i l le 2,628,517 60.75
B ossier 1,753,762 17.40
Caddo 15,201,407 39.66




Cl’a iborne 602,413 30.76
Concordia 477,775 21.21
DeSoto 906,744 22.02
East Baton Rouge 21,302,150 36.76
East C a r ro l l 258,101 16.47
East F e l ic ia n a 211,505 19.06
Evangeline 453,705 17.10
F rank lin 769,099 24.64
Grant 679,151 49.35
I b e r i a 2 ,344,220 21.25
I b e r v i l l e 1,524,383 23.56
Jackson 958,258 34.57
J e f fe r s o n 13,570,397 19.77
J e f fe r s o n  Davis 1 ,754,488 20.56
L afay e tte 3,455,682 14.01
Lafourche 3,908,312 32.91
LaSalle 1 ,418,296 46.89
Lincoln 1,045,795 30.17
L iv ingston 1,282,867 16.38
Madison 254,794 19.82
Morehouse 1,321,726 39.19
N atch itoches 1,430,847 27.60
Orleans 22,994,618 32.38
Ouachita 4 ,397,643 40.35
Plaquemines 1,163,162 29.00
P o in te  Coupee 452,301 13.86
Rapides 6,972,456 52.89
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Table 19 (c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t T o ta l Percen t
Red River $ 166,457 24.54
Richland 1,053,969 32.79
Sabine 1,463,774 49.16
S t.  Bernard 2,788,986 29.38
S t.  Charles 4,296,124 23.74
S t .  Helena 255,620 40.87
S t .  James 2,135,837 41.04
S t . John 1,186,847 16.85
S t .  Landry 1,174,364 16.27
S t .  Martin 1,567,735 20.57
S t.  Mary 3,422,926 21.91









West Baton Rouge 1,457,192 37.27
West C a r ro l l 393,130 33.92
West F e l ic ia n a 360,564 8.82
Winn 833,376 40.46
City  of Monroe 2,866,868 60.30
C ity  of Bogalusa 1,010,511 45.01
T ota l $178,669,613
r
Mean $ 2,707,115 30.62
Source:
132nd Annual Report of the  L ouisiana S ta te  Department 
of Education , B u l l e t in  No. 1472, Bureau of Research, 1980 -  81.
102
18.99 percent of its revenue from local sources. The mean percentage of local 
revenue derived from ad valorem taxes for 1975 was 45.18 percen t. It was noted 
th a t of the sixty-six school d is tric ts , eighteen received 50 percen t or more of 
th e ir local revenue from collection of ad valorem taxes in 1975.
In 1980, Bienville Parish collected $2,628,517 in local revenue from ad 
valorem taxes. This amount represented 60.75 percent of Bienville Parish's to ta l 
local revenue, which ranked it  highest among the d istric ts  in percentage of local 
revenue derived from ad valorem  taxes. West Feliciana Parish co llected  
$360,564 in local revenue from  ad valorem taxes in 1980, which represented  8.82 
percent of its  to ta l local revenue. This percentage ranked West Feliciana Parish 
lowest among the d istric ts  in percentages of local revenue derived from ad 
valorem taxes in 1980. The mean percentage of local revenue derived from ad 
valorem taxes for all parishes in 1980 was 30.62 percen t. The mean indicated a 
14.56 percent decrease from the  mean percentage recorded in 1975. In 1975, 
eighteen d istric ts  received 50 percen t or more of their local revenue from ad 
valorem  taxes. In 1980, this number decreased to  only four d istric ts .
In Tables 18 and 19, d a ta  revealed th a t betw een 1975 and 1980, fifty-one 
d istric ts  had increases in revenue derived from ad valorem tax  levies, while 
s ix ty -th ree d istric ts  reported decreases in the percentages of to ta l local revenue 
th a t were derived from ad valorem taxes.
D ata presented in Table 20 include the to ta l revenue collected  by each 
school d is tric t from sales tax  collections and the  percentages of local revenue 
which th a t represents. In 1975, fifty -e igh t d is tric ts  authorized collections of 
sales taxes which generated  revenue to talling  $136,959,384. O rleans Parish 
ranked highest of all d is tric ts  in revenue received from sales taxes collecting 
revenue to talling  $21,420,384 in 1975. Bienville Parish co llected  $123,362 from 
local sales taxes to  rank low est of all d is tric ts  collecting sales taxes in 1975. Of
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Table 20
Revenue and Percen t of Local Revenue Derived From C o llec t io n  of 
Sales  Tax by School D i s t r i c t s  in  Louisiana in  1975 and 1980
1975 1980
D i s t r i c t Revenue Percent Revenue Percen t
Acadia $ 1,508,418 44.58 $ 3,195 931 49.87
Allen 600,106 35.89 907 777 41.73
Ascension 3,238,290 56.04 8,416 865 76.99
Assumption 560,931 41.56 1,137 105 29.70
Avoyelles 1,126,563 66.14 2,217 681 50.76
Beauregard 766,249 33.68 1,740 716 37.82
B ie n v i l le 123,362 12.39 1,048 989 24.25
B ossier 1,873,532 40.12 6,165 559 61.16
Caddo 9,989,243 40.16 17,986 512 46.92
C alcasieu 7,253,578 44.47 16,638 909 51.50
Caldwell 0 0.00 353 033 26.27
Cameron 0 0.00 0 0.00
Catahoula 321,668 31.58 548 692 40.56
Claiborne 0 0.00 931 148 47.54
Concordia 667,109 41.28 1,152 926 31.18
DeSoto 473,511 49.98 2,236 481 54.30
East Baton Rouge 15,653,049 41.58 30,304 441 52.29
East C a r ro l l 304,818 39.64 971 231 61.96
East F e l ic ia n a 255,066 41.56 602 412 54.28
Evangeline 875,783 51.19 1,287 302 48.52
Frank lin 553,150 35.34 1,407 078 45.08
Grant 0 0.00 402 099 29.22
I b e r ia 1,927,833 37.58 4,014 670 63.59
I b e r v i l l e 2,388,891 51.79 3,903 395 60.33
Jackson 461,451 37.06 1,312 706 47.36
J e f fe r s o n 18,594,380 52.99 47,606 494 69.35
J e f fe r s o n  Davis 1,045,000 36.59 5,966 773 69.93
L afa y e t te 6,171,411 57.32 17,505 676 70.95
Lafourche 2,723,208 40.47 5,557 223 46.79
LaSalle 0 0.00 870 599 28.78
Lincoln 500,154 26.93 1,946 342 56.15
L iv ingston 961,150 42.79 2,483 376 31.71
Madison 363,622 46.87 826 750 64.32
Morehouse 871,788 46.66 2,337 388 69.31
N atch itoches 917,573 35.27 1,813 198 34.98
Orleans 21,420,384 54.56 42,928 611 60.45
Ouachita 1 ,532,280 27.92 2,818 725 25.87
Plaquemines 0 0.00 2,092 190 52.16
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T able  20 (c o n t in u e d )
1975 1980
D i s t r i c t Revenue Percent Revenue Percen t
Po in te  Coupee $ 562,688 63.00 $ 2,533,795 77.66
Rapides 2,080,490 26.92 . 3,845,078 29.17
Red River 217,923 48.44 429,544 63.32
Richland 551,384 47.17 1,420,680 44.20
Sabine 600,545 41.60 1,114,021 37.41
S t . Bernard 2,002,130 40.36 5,454,892 57.46
S t .  Charles 2,830,218 43.31 10,659,657 58.90
S t .  Helena 0 0.00 291,068 46.54
S t .  James 932,743 42.18 2,463,291 47.34
S t .  John 1,718,100 65.50 5,626,751 79.90
S t . Landry 2,306,036 56.73 5,154,453 71.42
S t .  Martin 929,410 36.64 4,274,038 56.09
S t .  Mary 1,259,946 23.11 9,492,599 59.18
S t .  Tammany 2,178,870 47.78 9,748,300 62.41
Tangipahoa 2,007,712 61.51 3,828,827 64.32
Tensas 206,102 30.93 378,708 45.51
Terrebonne 2,682,802 30.17 10,913,496 54.14
Union 0 0.00 761,240 51.94
Vermilion 1,673,552 29.81 4,353,598 30.17
Vernon 796,288 38.99 1,452,568 44.55
Washington 494,391 48.05 885,003 60.38
Webster 1 ,239,275 41.79 2,265,527 45.31
West Baton Rouge 675,563 35.22 1,737,910 44.45
West C a r ro l l 316,187 34.20 539,004 46.51
West F e l ic ia n a 724,979 52.28 3,314,128 81.08
Winn 486,144 38.65 831,389 40.36
City of Monroe 834,883 30.42 53,471 1.12








127th Annual Report of the Louisiana S ta te Department
of Education , B u l l e t in  No. 1472, Bureau of Research and Development, 
1975 -  76.
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the d istric ts  authorizing sales tax  levies in 1975, Avoyelles Parish reported  the 
highest percentage, 66.14 percen t, of its  local revenue from collections of sales 
taxes, while Bienville Parish reported  the lowest percentage of all d is tric ts , 
receiving 12.39 percent of its  local revenue from sales taxes. The mean 
percentage of local revenue for all d istric ts  th a t was derived from sales taxes in 
1975 was 41.85 percent. Of the  fifty -e igh t d istric ts  receiving revenue from sales 
taxes in 1975, tw elve received 50 percent or more of the ir to ta l local revenue 
from sales tax  receip ts.
In 1980, all school d istric ts , with the exception of Cameron Parish, 
authorized collections of sales taxes as a means of obtaining revenue to  support 
schools. The to ta l revenue derived from sales taxes in 1980 was $341,559,604 
which was an increase of $204,723,582 or 59.90 percent g rea ter than the amount 
reported  in 1975. Orleans Parish ranked highest of all d istric ts  in 1980 in revenue 
obtained from sales taxes, collecting $42,928,611. The City of Monroe School 
D istric t received the lowest am ount of sales tax  revenue of all d is tric ts  in 1980, 
collecting $53,471. In 1980, West Feliciana Parish reported  the highest percen­
tage of all d istric ts  of local revenue coming from sales tax  collections, obtaining 
81.08 percent of its  local revenue from th a t source. The City of Monroe reported  
1.12 percen t of its to ta l revenue derived from sales taxes in 1980, to  rank lowest 
of all d istric ts . The mean percentage of local revenue derived from collections 
of sales taxes for all d is tric ts  in 1980 was 49.66 percent. Of the  sixty-five 
d istric ts  collecting sales taxes in 1980, th irty -th ree  received 50 percent or more 
of their local revenue from  receip ts of those sales taxes. That number was an 
increase of tw enty-one d is tric ts  from 1975.
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Average Daily Membership in' Terms of Sources of Revenue
D ata presented in Tables 21-23 are used to  respond to  the  following 
question: how did school d istric ts  com pare in relation to  local revenue per
average daily membership? D ata in Table 21 show the average daily membership 
of students enrolled in schools in each of the sixty-six school d is tric ts  in 1975 and 
1980. During both years under study, Orleans Parish had the highest enrollm ent 
of all d istric ts  with 92,257 students in average daily membership in 1975 and
83,100 in average daily membership in 1980. West Feliciana Parish recorded the 
lowest enrollm ent for d istric ts  during 1975 with 1,843 students in average daily 
membership. Tensas Parish reported  an average daily membership of 1,701 to  
rank lowest in 1980. D ata reported  in Table 21 also indicated th a t fifty -eight 
d istric ts  experienced declines in the number of students in average daily 
membership between 1975 and 1980. The to ta l average daily membership of 
students enrolled in all d is tric ts  showed a  decrease of 57,001 students or 6.86 
percent between 1975 and 1980. There was also a decline from the mean of 
12,584 students in average daily membership for all d istric ts  in 1975 as compared 
with a mean average daily membership of 11,720 in 1980.
In Table 22, data  w ere presented th a t ranked the sixty-six school d istric ts  
in term s of local revenue per student in average daily membership in 1975 and 
1980.5
D ata presented in Table 22 indicated th a t the mean revenue from local 
sources per average daily membership in 1975 was $336 per student with a 
standard deviation of $117 per student. Cameron Parish had the highest local
^In Tables 42 and 43 in the Appendix, data  were reported rela tive to  
revenue from all sources as com pared with average daily membership. Revenue 
per average daily membership was com puted on to ta l revenue for each d istric t, 
on revenue from s ta te  and local sources, and on local sources only.
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Table  21
Average Daily Membership of S tuden ts  in  School 
D i s t r i c t s  in  L ou is iana ,  1975 and 1980
D i s t r i c t 1975 1980
Acadia 11 565 10 632
Allen 5 450 5 143
Ascension 10 636 10 872
Assumption 5 262 5 116
Avoyelles 9 502 8 346
Beauregard 7 265 7 093
B ie n v i l l e 4 655 4 124
B ossier 18 162 17 732
Caddo 50 028 44 976
C alcas ieu 36 598 33 589
Caldwell 2 359 2 259
Cameron 2 136 2 020
Catahoula 3 144 2 797
Cla iborne 3 593 3 291
Concordia 5 344 4 697
DeSoto 5 818 5 715
East Baton Rouge 67 624 63 420
East C a r ro l l 2 721 2 528
East F e l ic ia n a 3 854 3 406
Evangeline 7 558 7 299
F rank lin 6 455 5 543
Grant 3 669 3 944
I b e r i a 15 872 15 255
I b e r v i l l e 7 498 6 393
Jackson 3 422 3 293
J e f fe r s o n 68 663 60 092
J e f f e r s o n  Davis 7 536 6 996
L afa y e t te 28 774 25 963
Lafourche 18 825 18 294
L aSalle 3 516 3 457
Lincoln 6 025 5 875
L iv ingston 11 795 14 016
Madison 3 383 3 407
Morehouse 7 537 6 807
N atch itoches 8 802 8 621
Orleans 92 257 83 100
Ouachita 19 796 18 438
Plaquemines 5 351 5 298
Po in te  Coupee 5 147 4 269
Rapides 27 657 24 112
Red River 1 955 1 945
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Table 21 (c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t 1975 1980
Richland 5,440 4,783
Sabine 4,954 4,905
S t.  Bernard 12,598 9,893
S t .  Charles 8,682 7,990
S t .  Helena 2,478 2,477
S t . James 5,400 4,748
S t .  John 6,077 5,966
S t .  Landry 20,545 19,300
S t .  Martin 9,220 8,843
S t .  Mary 14,910 13,067









West Baton Rouge 3,701 3,800
West C a r ro l l 3,176 2,958
West F e l ic ia n a 1,843 1,801
Winn 3,907 3,781
City  of Monroe 9,280 9,144
City  of Bogalusa 4,503 4,082
T ota l 830,550 773,549
Mean 12,584 11,720
S ources :
127th Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  Department
of Education, B u l l e t in  1472, Bureau of Research and Development,
1975 -  76.
132nd Annual Report o f  th e  L o u is ia n a  S t a t e  Department
o f  E du ca t io n ,  B u l l e t i n  1472 , Bureau o f  R esearch , 1980 -  8 1 .
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Table 22
Rank Order of Local Revenue Per Average Daily Membership 
of School D istric ts in Louisiana, 1975 and 1980
Rank D istric t 1975 Rank D istrict 1980
1. Cameron $1,198 1. Cameron $2,626
2.5 West Feliciana 753 2. West Feliciana 2,269
2.5 St. Charles 753 3. St. Charles 2,265
4. Iberville 615 4. Vermilion 1,559
5. Vermilion 568 5. St. Mary 1,228
6. East Baton Rouge 557 6. Jefferson Davis 1,220
7. Ascension 543 7. St. John 1,180
8. West Baton Rouge 518 8. Jefferson 1,142
9. Jefferson 511 9. St. Jam es 1,096
10. Caddo 498 10. Bienville 1,049
il. City of Bogalusa 450 11. West Baton Rouge 1,029
12. Calcasieu 446 12. Iberville 1,012
13. St. John 432 13. Ascension 1,006
14. Orleans 426 14. Calcasieu 962
15. St. Jam es 409 15.5 Terrebonne 960
16. St. Bernard 394 15.5 St. Bernard 960
17. Terrebonne 393 17. Lafayette 950
18. Jefferson Davis 379 18. East Baton Rouge 914
19. Plaquemines 377 19. LaSalle 875
20. L afayette 374 20. St. Martin 862
21. St. Mary 366 21. Orleans 855
22. Jackson 364 22. Caddo 852
23. Lafourche 357 23. Jackson 842
24. Catahoula 324 24. Pointe Coupee 764
25. Iberia 323 25. Plaquemines 757
26.5 Winn 322 26. Assumption 748
26.5 Webster 322 27. Iberia 723
28. Beauregard 317 28. DeSoto 721
29. Lincoln 308 29. St. Tammany 719
30. Allen 307 30. Richland 672
31.5 Concordia 302 31.5 Lafourche 649
31.5 Tensas 302 31.5 Beauregard 649
33.5 City of Monroe 296 33. East Carroll 620
33.5 N atchitoches 296 34. Sabine 607
35. Acadia 293 35. Acadia 603
36.5 Sbine 291 36. N atchitoches 601
36.5 West Carroll 291 37.5 Claiborne 595
38. East Carroll 283 37.5 Caldwell 595
39. Rapides 279 39. Ouachita 591
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Table 22 (continued)
Rank D istrict 1975 Rank D istric t 1980 .
40. O uachita $ 277 40. Lincoln $ 590
41. St. Martin 275 41. Webster 583
42. LaSalle 262 42. Bossier 569
43.5 Bossier 257 43. Franklin 563
43.5 Assumption 257 44. Livingston 559
45. Morehouse 248 45. Rapides 547
46. Franklin 243 46.5 City of Bogalusa 545
47. St. Tammany 240 46.5 Winn 545
48. Red River 230 48. Avoyelles 523
49. Madison 229 49. City of Monroe 520
50. Vernon 227 50. Morehouse 495
51. Evangeline 226 51. Tensas 489
52. Tangipahoa 216 52. Catahoula . 484
53. Richland 215 53. Concordia 480
54. Bienville 214 54. Allen 423
55. Caldwell 209 55. West Carroll 329
56. St. Landry 198 56. Tangipahoa 384
57. Washington 197 57. Madison 377
58. Livingston 190 58. St. Landry 374
59. Avoyelles 179 59. Evangeline 363
60. Pointe Coupee 174 60. Vernon 357
61. DeSoto 163 61. Union 356
62. East Feliciana 159 62.5 Grant 349
63. St. Helena 152 62.5 Red River 349
64. Grant 142 64. East Feliciana 326
65. Claiborne 135 65. Washington 305
66. Union 124 66. St. Helena 252
Mean $ 336 $ 764
Standard Deviation $ 117 $ 450
Sources:
127th Annual R eport of the Louisiana S tate  D epartm ent of Education, 
Bulletin No. 1472, Bureau of Research and Development, 1975 -  76.
132nd Annual Report of the Louisiana State Department of Education,
Bulletin 1472, Bureau of Research, 1980 - 81.
I l l
revenue per average daily membership in 1975 with $1,198 per student while Union 
Parish ranked lowest a t $124 per student. The d ifference between the highest 
and lowest d istric ts  in local revenue per average daily membership was $1,074 
per student, or approxim ately ten  tim es g rea te r. Tw enty-three d istric ts  
reported  local revenue per average daily membership in excess of the mean in 
1975, which indicated th a t approxim ately 65 percent of the d istric ts  reported less
I
than the average in local revenue per average daily membership in 1975.
D ata for 1980 also re flec ted  large differences among the d istric ts  in local 
revenue per average daily membership. The mean local revenue per student in 
average daily membership in 1980 was $764 which was an increase of $428 from 
the mean in 1975. The standard deviation for local revenue among d istric ts  in 
1980 was $450 per student in average daily memberhip. D ata revealed in Table 
22 showed th a t Cameron Parish again had the highest local revenue per average 
daily membership in 1980 receiving $2,626 per student while St. Helena Parish 
received $252 per student to  rank lowest of the d istric ts . These figures 
indicated a d ifference of $2,374 per student or approxim ately 10.5 tim es between 
the highest and lowest d istric ts  in local revenue per average daily membership. 
Twenty-four d is tric ts  reported  local revenue per average daily membership in 
excess of the  mean in 1980, which re flec ted  th a t approxim ately 64 percent of the 
d is tric ts  were below the average in local revenue per average daily membership. 
It was also noted from data  in Table 22 th a t th ree d istric ts , Cameron, St. 
Charles, and West Feliciana Parishes received $2,000 or more per student in 
local revenue while seventeen d istric ts  received less than $500 per student in 
local revenue in 1980. The da ta  for both 1975 and 1980 indicated th a t the re  was a 
lack of parity  of revenue from  local sources among the sixty-six school d istric ts  
when the revenue source was analyzed on a  per student basis of students in 
average daily membership.
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D ata presented in Table 23, sum m arize the distribution of local school 
d is tric ts  in 1975 and 1980 in term s of am ount of local revenue per student in 
average daily membership. Significant changes occurred in the six year period 
with substantial increases recorded in 1980.
Local Revenue Per Student in Average Daily 
Membership and Expenditures Per Pupil
D ata presented in Tables 24-27 w ere compiled and analyzed in order to  
answer the following questions: was th e re  a significant relationship between (1) 
local revenue per student and average daily membership and (2) expenditures per 
pupil and average daily membership? D ata reported in Table 24 indicate the 
expenditures per pupil in school d istric ts  in 1975 and 1980. The mean expenditure 
per pupil in average daily membership for all d istric ts  in 1975 was $1,177 with a 
standard deviation of $147 per student. Cameron Parish reported  the highest 
expenditure per pupil in average daily membership in 1975, spending $1,616 per 
pupil, while Livingston Parish reported  an expenditure per pupil in average daily 
membership of $912, ranking low est of the d istric ts  in 1975. Analysis of the data 
indicated th a t the d istric t with the  highest expenditure per pupil was able to  
spend 43.56 percen t more funds per pupil than the d is tric t with the lowest 
expenditure per pupil in 1975.
The mean expenditure per pupil in average daily membership in 1980 was 
$2,092, which was an increase of $915 from the  mean expenditure per pupil in 
1975. The standard deviation of per pupil expenditures o f school d istric ts  in 1980 
was $288 per pupil. D ata on Table 24 indicated th a t St. Charles Parish reported 
the  highest expenditure per pupil in average daily membership in 1980, with an 
expenditure of $3,129 per pupil, while O uachita Parish had an expenditure per 
pupil in average daily membership of $1,551, ranking lowest of the d is tric ts . The
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T able  23
D is t r ib u t io n  of School D i s t r i c t s  in  L ouisiana  in  Terms of Local 
Revenue Per Student in  Average Daily Membership, 1975 and 1980
Amount of 
Local Revenue 
A vailab le  Per S tudent 1975 1980
$1000 or more 1 13
900 -  999 , 5
800 -  899 5
700 -  799 2 6
600 -  699 1 7
500 599 5 13
400 -  499 6 5
300 -  399 17 11
200 -  299 23 1
100 -  199 11
T o ta l  D i s t r i c t s 66 66
Mean $336 $764
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T able  24
Expenditures Per Pup il  of School 
D i s t r i c t s  in  L ou is iana ,  1975 and 1980







B ie n v i l l e 1,181 2,392
B ossier 1,059 1,799
Caddo 1,177 2,227




Cla iborne 1,105 2,095
Concordia 1,277 2,113
DeSoto 1,101 1,883
E ast Baton Rouge 1,242 2,193
E ast C a r ro l l 1,268 2,141
East F e l ic ia n a 1,079 1,939
Evangeline 1,204 1,915
F ran k lin 1,197 1,985
Grant 993 1,792
I b e r i a 1,064 1,939
I b e r v i l l e 1,598 2,487
Jackson 1,349 2,159
J e f fe r s o n 1,139 2,269
J e f f e r s o n  Davis 1,088 1,982




L iv ings ton 912 1,559
Madison 1,222 2,017
Morehouse 1,121 1,962




P o in te  Coupee 1,238 2,429
Rapides 1,063 2,047
Red River 1,351 2,085
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T able  24 (c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t 1975 1980
Richland $1,272 $1,981
Sabine 1,222 1,919
S t .  Bernard 1,048 2,336
S t .  Charles 1,393 3,129
S t .  Helena 1,212 1,926
S t .  James 1,244 2,269
S t .  John 1,202 2,047
S t . Landry 1,156 2,052
S t .  Martin 1,047 2,190
S t . Mary 1,033 2,235









West Baton Rouge 1,341 2,461
West C a r ro l l 1,230 2,017
West F e l ic ia n a 1,589 2,696
Winn 1,340 2,195
C ity  of Monroe 1,121 1,896
City of Bogalusa 1,287 2,090
Mean $1,177 $2,092
Standard D eviation $ 147 $ 288
Sources:
127th Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  Department 
of Education , B u l l e t in  1472, Bureau of Research and Development, 
1975 -  76.
132nd Annual Report o f  th e  L o u is ia n a  S t a t e  Department
o f  E d u ca t io n ,  B u l l e t i n  1472 , Bureau o f  R esearch , 1980 -  81 .
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data  indicated th a t in 1980, th e  d is tric t with the highest expenditure per pupil 
was able to  spend 50.43 percen t more funds on a per pupil basis than the d is tric t 
with the lowest per pupil expenditure.
To analyze variations among school d istric ts  in per pupil expenditures and 
local revenue per average daily membership, a Pearson coeffic ien t of correlation 
was com puted. The results a re  reported  in Table 25. In 1975, the correlation 
yielded a coeffic ien t of .68 while the correlation for 1980 yielded a coeffic ien t of 
.57. Both correlations w ere s ta tis tica lly  significant a t  the .05 level of 
confidence. These correlations indicated th a t the re  was a significant 
relationship between the variations of per pupil expenditures and local revenue 
per average daily membership for the school d istric ts  in Louisiana in both 1975 
and 1980. The significance of the correlations between local revenue and 
expenditures imply th a t school d is tric ts  with larger am ounts of local revenue are 
able to  spend more money on education than d istric ts  with lesser amounts.
Table 25
C orrelations of Per Pupil Expenditures and Local Revenue 
Per Average Daily Membership in School D istricts, 1975 and 1980
Number C oefficient
Year of D istricts of C orrelation
1975 66 .68*
1980 66 .57*
♦Significant a t the .05 level.
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In Tables 26 and 27, d a ta  w ere compiled to  support the comparison of local 
revenue per student and per pupil expenditures, with Table 26 for 1975 and Table 
27 for 1980. Column 1 in both tab les presents data showing local revenue per 
student, while data  in Column 2 presents per pupil expenditures. In both cases, 
da ta  a re  presented in rank order by d is tric t, moving from highest to  low est. In 
1975, Cam eron Parish ranked highest in term s of revenue from local sources per 
average daily membership. Cam eron Parish also had the highest expenditure per 
pupil in average membership in 1975. Union Parish ranked last in revenue from 
local sources per average daily membership in 1975, ranking forty-ninth in 
expenditures per pupil. Livingston Parish had the  lowest expenditure per pupil in 
average daily membership in 1975 and ranked fifty -e ighth  in local revenue per 
average daily membership. Of the  top tw enty d istric ts  in term s of local revenue 
per average daily membership in 1975, ten  also ranked in the top tw enty d istric ts  
in expenditures per pupil in average daily membership. Six of the d istric ts  th a t 
ranked in the lower tw enty d istric ts  in local revenue per average daily 
membership also ranked in th e  lower tw enty d istric ts  in expenditures per pupil in 
average daily membership in 1975.
In 1980 (Table 27), Cam eron Parish ranked highest of the d istric ts  in local 
revenue per average daily membership, while ranking second in expenditures per 
pupil in average daily membership. St. Helena Parish ranked sixty-sixth (last) in 
local revenue per average daily membership in 1980 and ranked forty-ninth in 
expenditures per pupil in average daily membership. O uachita Parish ranked 
lowest of the  d is tric ts  in per pupil expenditures in 1980, while ranking th irty - 
ninth in local revenue per average daily membership. Of the top tw enty school 
d is tric ts  in term s of local revenue per average daily membership in 1980, th irteen  
ranked in the top tw enty d is tric ts  in expenditures per pupil in average daily
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Table 26
Comparison of Revenue Per Average Daily Membership From Local 
Sources and Expenditures Per Average Daily Membership 
of School D istric ts in Louisiana, 1975
Rank D istrict Revenue Rank D istrict Expenditure
1. Cameron $1,198 1. Cameron $1,616
2. West Feliciana 753 2. Iberville 1,599
3. St. Charles 753 3. West Feliciana 1,589
4. Iberville 615 4.5 St. Charles 1,393
5. Vermilion 568 4.5 Tensas 1,393
6. East Baton Rouge 557 6. Catahoula 1,366
7, Ascension 543 7. Red River 1,351
8. West Baton Rouge 518 8. Jackson 1,349
9. Jefferson 511 9. West Baton Rouge 1,341
10. Caddo 498 10. Winn 1,340
11. City of Bogalusa 450 11. City of Bogalusa 1,287
12. Calcasieu 446 12. Concordia 1,277
13. St. John 432 13. Richland 1,272
14. Orleans 426 14. East Carroll 1,268
15. St. Jam es 409 15. Orleans 1,254
16. Terrebonne 393 17. N atchitoches 1,244
17. St. Bernard 393 17. Washington 1,244
18. Jefferson Davis 379 17. St. Jam es 1,244
19. Plaquemines 377 19. East Baton Rouge 1,242
20. L afayette 374 20. Vermilion 1,239
21. St. Mary 366 21. Pointe Coupee 1,238
22. Jackson 364 22. West Carroll 1,230
23. Lafourche 357 23. Allen 1,228
24. Catahoula 324 24.5 Sabine 1,222
25. Iberia 323 24.5 Madison 1,222
26.5 Winn 322 26. St. Helena 1,212
26.5 Webster 322 27. Evangeline 1,204
28. Beauregard 317 28. Webster 1,203
29. Lincoln 308 29. St. John 1,202
30. Allen 307 30. Franklin 1,197
31.5 Concordia 302 31. Bienville 1,181
31.5 Tensas 302 32. Caddo 1,177
33.5 City of Monroe 296 33. Tangipahoa 1,161
33.5 N atchitoches 296 34. St. Landry 1,156
35. Acadia 293 35. Caldwell 1,152
36.5 Sabine 291 36. Lincoln 1,141
36.5 West Carroll 291 37. Jefferson 1,139
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Table 26 (continued)
Rank D istric t Revenue Rank D istric t Expenditure
38. East Carroll $ 280
39. Rapides 279
40. Ouachita 277






47. St. Tammany 240
48. Red River 230
49. Madison 229










60. Pointe Coupee 174
61. DeSoto 163
62. East Feliciana 159
63.5 St. Helena 152
63.5 G rant 152
65. Claiborne 135
66. Union 124








46. Jefferson Davis 1,088
47. Assumption 1,082







55. St. Bernard 1,048
56. St. Martin 1,047
57. LaSalle 1,045
58.5 St. Mary 1,033





64. St. Tammany 938
65. O uachita 930
66. Livingston 912
Sources:
127th Annual R eport of the  Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education, 
Bulletin No. 1472, Bureau of Research and Development, 1975 - 76.
132nd Annual Report of the Louisiana State Department of Education,
Bulletin 1472, Bureau of Research, 1980 - 81.
120
Table 27
Comparison of Revenue Par Average Daily Membership From Local 
Sources and Expenditures Per Average Daily Membership 
of School D istricts in Louisiana, 1980
Rank D istric t Revenue Rank D istric t Expenditures
1. Cameron $2,626
2. West Feliciana 2,269
3. St. Charles 2,265
4. Vermilion 1,559
5. St. Mary 1,228
6* Jefferson Davis 1,220
7. St. John 1,180
8. Jefferson 1,142
9. St. Jam es 1,096
10. Bienville 1,049





15.5 St. Bernard 960
17. L afayette 950
18. East Baton Rouge 914
19. LaSalle 875













33. East Carroll 620
34. Sabine 607
35. Acadia 603
36. N atchitoches 601
1. St. Charles $3,129
2. Cameron 2,998
3. West Feliciana 2,696
4. L afayette 2,530
5. Iberville 2,487
6. Tensas 2,470
7. West Baton Rouge 2,461
8* Pointe Coupee 2,429
9. Bienville 2,392




13.5 St. Jam es 2,269
15. N atchitoches 2,254




20. East Baton Rouge 2,193
21. St. Martin 2,190
22. Washington 2,167
23. Jackson 2,159






30.5 C ity of Bogalusa 2,090
30.5 Vermilion 2,090
32. Red River 2,085
33. St. Landry 1,052





Rank D istric t Revenue Rank D istrict Expenditures
37.5 Claiborne $ 595 37.5 West Carroll $2,017
37.5 Caldwell 595 37.5 Madison 2,017
39. O uachita 591 39. Franklin 1,985
40. Lincoln 590 40. Lincoln 1,984
41. Webster 583 41. Jefferson Davis 1,982
42. Bossier 569 42. Richland 1,981
43. Franklin 563 43. Beauregard 1,980
44. Livingston 559 44. Webster 1,973
45. Rapides 545 45. Morehouse 1,962
46.5 City of Bogalusa 547 46. Avoyelles 1,954
46.5 Winn 545 47.5 East Feliciana 1,939
48. Avoyelles 523 47.5 Iberia 1,939
49. City of Monroe 520 49. St. Helena 1,926
50. Morehouse 495 50. Sabine 1,919
51. Tensas 489 51. Evangeline 1,915
52. Catahoula 484 52. City of Monroe 1,896
53. Concordia 480 53. Tangipahoa 1,889
54. Allen 423 54. DeSoto 1,883
55. West Carroll 392 55. Union 1,860
56. Tangipahoa 384 56. Allen 1,853
57. Madison 377 57. Lafourche 1,838
58. St. Landry 374 58. Plaquemines 1,800
59. Evangeline 363 59. Bossier 1,799
60. Vernon 657 60. G rant 1,792
61. Union 356 61. LaSaile 1,789
62.5 Grant 349 62. Acadia 1,785
62.5 Red River 349 63. Assumption 1,767
64. East Feliciana 326 64. Livingston 1,559
65. Washington 305 65. St. Tammany 1,555
66. St. Helena 252 66. O uachita 1,551
Sources:
127th Annual R eport of the Louisiana S tate  D epartm ent of Education, 
Bulletin No. 1472, Bureau of Research and Development, 1975 -  76.
132nd Annual Report of the Louisiana State Department of Education,
Bulletin No. 1472, Bureau of Research, 1980 - 81.
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membership. Of the lowest tw enty d istric ts  in term s of local revenue per 
average daily membership in 1980, nine also ranked in the lowest tw enty in 
expenditures per pupil in average daily membership.
Assessed Valuations of Taxable Property 
Per Student in Average Daily Membership
The next relationship exam ined is the one between assessed valuations of 
taxable property and local revenue per student in average daily membership. It 
was noted th a t the 127th Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of 
Education did not report data  re la tive  to  the  assessed value of taxable property; 
consequently only 1980 is considered. As shown in Table 28, Plaquemines Parish 
had the highest assessed value of taxable property per average daily membership 
of all school d istricts in 1980, with property assessed a t  $49,777 per student in 
average daily membership. Livingston Parish reported  an assessed property 
value of $2,363 in 1980 to  rank lowest of the  school d is tric ts . This da ta  indicated 
th a t the school d is tric t with the  highest assessed property valuation per student 
had taxable property assessed a t a value tw enty-one tim es g rea te r than the 
d is tric t with the lowest assessed property valuation per student. The mean 
assessed valuation of taxable property for all school d is tric ts  in 1980 was $8,852 
per student in average daily membership with a standard deviation of $7,303 per 
student. Twenty-two d istric ts  had assessed valuations of property in excess of 
th a t mean, which indicated th a t 66.67 percen t of the school d is tric ts  had less 
than the average in assessed valuations. As previously noted, the analysis of 
assessed property valuations of taxable property and local revenue was lim ited to  
1980.
To analyze variations among school d is tric ts  in assessed valuations of 
taxable property per student in average daily membership and local revenue per
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Table 28
Assessed V aluation  Per Average Daily Membership (ADM) 
of Taxable P roperty  in  Each School D i s t r i c t ,  1980
D i s t r i c t Amount D i s t r i c t Amount
Acadia $ 7,022 Richland $ 6,243
Allen 4,732 Sabine 4,906
Ascension 10,997 S t .  Bernard 8,853
Assumption 8,228 S t .  Charles 19,644
Avoyelles 3,921 S t .  Helena 5,732
Beauregard 5,670 S t .  James 17,201
B ie n v i l le 10,243 S t . John 7,551
B ossier 5,390 S t . Landry 6,173
Caddo 8,931 S t . M artin 5,391
C alcasieu 10,506 S t .  Mary 13,089
Caldwell 5,354 S t . Tammany 4,738
Cameron 38,302 Tangipahoa 4,295
Catahoula 5,472 Tensas 8,206
Claiborne 8,710 Terrebonne 10,448
Concordia 5,596 Union 6,982
DeSoto 4,338 Vermilion 11,892
East Baton Rouge 11,260 Vernon 2,931
East C a r ro l l 7,010 Washington 3,991
East F e l ic ia n a 6,596 Webster 5,150
Evangeline 5,991 West Baton Rouge 12,215
F rank lin 4,288 West C a r ro l l 5,827
Grant 3,197 West F e l ic ia n a 15,768
I b e r ia 6,203 Winn 5,386
I b e r v i l l e 20,001 C ity  of Monroe 9,138
Jackson 6,465 C ity  of Bogalusa 4,894
J e f fe r s o n 11,160
J e f fe r s o n  Davis 8,812
L afa y e tte 8,611 Mean $ 8,852
Lafourche 6,506
LaSalle 7,249 Standard D eviation $ 7,303
Lincoln 9,219
L iv ingston 2,363
Madison 6,309 Source:
Morehouse 9,090
N atch itoches 4,651 132nd Annual Report
O rleans 10,177 of the  Louisiana S ta te D epart-
Ouachita 6,698 ment of E d u ca tio n , B u l l e t in
Plaquemines 49,777 1472, D iv is ion  of Research,




student, a Pearson coeffic ien t of correlation was com puted for 1980. The results 
are reported in Table 29. The correlation yielded a coeffic ien t of .59 which was 
s ta tis tica lly  significant a t  the .05 level of confidence. This correlation indicated 
th a t the re  was a significant relationship betw een the variations of assessed 
valuations of taxable property and local revenue per average daily membership 
for school d istric ts  in 1980. Since local revenue is, in part, derived from ad 
valorem taxes, which a re  based on the assessed valuations of taxable property, 
th e  significance of the  correlation  immplies th a t school d istric ts  with g rea ter 
assessed valuations are able to  genera te  more local revenue for education via 
th a t source than school d istric ts  with sm aller assessed valuations.
Table 29
C orrelation of Assessed Valuations of Taxable Property Per
Average Daily Memership and Local Revenue Per Average
Daily Membership, 1980
Number C oefficient
Year of D istric ts of Correlation
1980 66 .59*
^Significant a t the .05 level.
Tables 30 and 31 were compiled to  provide supportive data to  analyze the 
relationship of assessed property valuations per average daily membership and 
local revenue per average daily membership of school d istric ts  in 1980. To 
fac ilita te  this analysis, the  assessed valuation of taxable property per average
Table 30
C la s s i f i c a t i o n  of Assessed P roperty  V aluation Per Student in  Average Daily 
Membership (ADM) of School D i s t r i c t s  in  L ou is iana , 1980
D i s t r i c t Category 1 D i s t r i c t  
$0 -  $5,000
Category 2 D i s t r i c t  
$5,001 -  $10,000
Category 3 
$10,001 -  above
1 . Sabine $4,906 1 . Lincoln $9,219 1 . Plaquemines !$49,777
2. City  of Bogalusa 4,894 2. C ity  of Monroe 9,138 2. Cameron 38,302
3. S t.  Tammany 4,738 3. Morehouse 9,090 3. I b e r v i l l e 20,001
4. Allen 4,732 4. Caddo 8,931 4. S t .  Charles 19,664
5. N atchitoches 4,651 5. S t .  Bernard 8,853 5. S t .  James 17,201
6. DeSoto 4,338 6. J e f f e r s o n  Davis 8,812 6. West F e l ic ia n a 15,768
7. Tangipahoa 4,295 7. Claiborne 8,710 7. S t .  Mary 13,089
8. F rank lin 4,288 8. L afaye tte 8,611 8. West Baton Rouge 12,215
9. Washington 3,991 9. Assumption 8,228 9. Vermilion 11,892
10. Avoyelles .3,921 10. Tensas 8,206 10. East Baton Rouge 11,260
11. Grant 3,197 11. S t . John 7,551 11. Je f fe r s o n 11,160
12. Vernon 2,931 12. LaSalle 7,249 12. Ascension 10,997
13. Liv ingston 2,363 13. Acadia 7,022 13\ C alcasieu 10,506
14. East C a r ro l l 7,010 14. Terrebonne 10,448
15. Union 6,982 15. B ie n v i l le 10,243
16. Ouachita 6,698 16. Orleans 10,177
17. East F e l ic ia n a 6,596 17. Po in te  Coupee 10,105
18. Lafourche 6,506
19. Jackson 6,465
20. Red River 6,380
21. Madison 6,309
22. Richland 6,243
23. Ib e r ia 6,203
24. S t . Landry 6,173
25. Rapides 6,053
Table 30 (continued)
District Category 1 District 
$0 - $5,000





27. West Carroll 5,827
28. St. Helena 5,732
29. Beauregard 5,670
30. Concord ia 5,596
31. Catahoula 5,472
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Table 31
C la s s i f i c a t i o n  of Local Revenue Per Student in  Average Daily Membership (ADM)
of School D i s t r i c t s  in  L ouisiana, 1980
D i s t r i c t Category 1 D i s t r i c t  
$0 -  $500
Category 2 D i s t r i c t  
$501 -  $1,000
Category 3 
$1,001 -  above
1 . Morehouse $495 1 . C alcasieu $962 1 . Cameron $2,626
2. Tensas 489 2. S t .  Bernard 960 2. West F e l ic ia n a 2,269
3. Catahoula 484 3. Terrebonne 960 3. S t .  Charles 2,265
4. Concordia 480 4. L afaye tte 950 4. Vermilion 1,559
5. Allen 423 5. East Baton Rouge 914 5. S t .  Mary 1,228
6. West C a r ro l l 392 6. LaSalle 875 6. J e f fe r s o n  Davis 1,220
7. Tangipahoa 384 7. S t.  Martin 862 7. S t .  John 1,180
8. Madison 377 8. Orleans 855 8. J e f fe r s o n 1,142
9. S t .  Landry 374 9. Caddo 852 9. S t .  James 1,096
10. Evangeline 363 10. Jackson 842 10. B ie n v i l le 1,049
11. Vernon 357 11. Poin te  Coupee 764 11. West Baton Rouge 1,029
12. Union 356 12. Plaquemines 757 12. I b e r v i l l e 1,012
13. Red River 349 13. Assumption 748 13. Ascension 1,006
14. Grant 349 14. I b e r ia 723
15. East F e l ic ia n a 326 15. DeSoto 721
16. Washington 305 16. S t . Tammany 719
17. S t .  Helena 252 17. Richland 672
18. Lafourche 649
19. Beauregard 648
20. East C a rro l l 620
21. Sabine 607
22. Acadia 603
23. N atchitoches 601
24. Caldwell 595
25. Claiborne 595
Table 31 (c o n t in u ed )
D i s t r i c t Category 1 D i s t r i c t  
$0 -  $500
Category 2 D i s t r i c t  
$501 -  $1,000
Category 3 




29. B ossier 569
30. F rank lin 563
31. Liv ingston 559




36. C ity  of Monroe 520
Sources:
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daily membership of each school d is tric t was classified according to  the 
following categories as discussed in the previous chapter:
Assessed Property Valuation 
Category per Student
Category 1 $ 0 -  $ 5,000
Category 2 $ 5,001 -  $10,000
Category 3 $10,001 - above
Local revenue per average daily membership received by school d is tric ts  in 1980
was classified according to  the  following categories:
Local Revenue Per Average 
C ategory Daily Membership
Category 1 $ 0 -  $500
Category 2 $ 501 - $1,000
Category 3 $1,001 -  above
In Table 30, d a ta  were presented rela tive to  the categories of assessed valuation
of taxable property, whereas com parable da ta  w ere indicated rela tive to  the
local revenue per average daily membership of school d istric ts  in 1980 in Table
31.
Seventeen school d is tric ts  w ere included in C ategory 1 of local revenue per 
average daily membership. Of those d istric ts , five w ere included in C ategory 1 
and twelve in C ategory 2 of assessed property valuations. As indicated in Table 
31, th irty-six  d istric ts  w ere included in C ategory 2 of local revenue per average 
daily membership. Of those d istric ts , tw enty-tw o w ere included in Category 2, 
eight in Category 1, and six in C ategory 3 of assessed property valuations. There 
w ere th irteen  d istric ts  included in C ategory 3 of local revenue per average daily 
membership. Of those th irteen  d istric ts , eleven w ere included in Category 3 and
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two in C ategory 2 of assessed property valuations. The above data indicated 
th a t of those d istric ts  in C ategory 1 of local revenue per average daily 
membership, all w ere e ither in C ategory 1 or 2 of assessed property valuations. 
Also, 84.62 percent of the d is tric ts  in Category 3 of local revenue per average 
daily membership w ere also included in Category 3 of assessed property 
valuations. The above da ta  indicated th a t the re  was a relationship among the 
school d is tric ts  in the am ount of local revenue per average daily membership the 
d is tric ts  received in 1980 and the  assessed value of taxable property per average 
daily membership during th a t sam e year.
Per C apita Income and the Amount of Revenue Received 
From Local Sources of Revenue Per Student 
in Average Daily Membership
D ata presented in Tables 32-34 were compiled and analyzed to  answer the 
following question: was the re  a significant relationship between variations
among school d istric ts  in per cap ita  income and local revenue per student in 
average daily membership? It was noted th a t the 127th Annual R eport of the 
Louisiana S ta te  D epartm ent of Education did not report da ta  re la tive  to  per 
cap ita  income in 1975 and as a resu lt the analysis of per cap ita  income and its  
relationship to  revenue received from local sources was lim ited to  1980.^
D ata reported  in Table 32 included the per cap ita  income of each school 
d is tric t in 1980. As indicated, L afayette  Parish reported  the highest per cap ita  
income of all d is tric ts  in 1980 w ith $10,952. Sabine Parish reported  a per cap ita
The per cap ita  incomes of the city  school d is tric ts  of Bogalusa and 
Monroe w ere not reported  in the  133rd Annual Report of the  Louisiana 
S ta te  D epartm ent of Education and w ere not included in the analysis 
of per cap ita  income and local revenue.
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Table 32
Per C ap ita  Income of In d iv id u a ls  Residing in  
School D i s t r i c t s  in  L ou is iana , 1980






Beauregard 6 ,66 /
B ie n v i l le 6,111
B ossier 7,333
Caddo 9,547







East Baton Rouge 10,107
East C a r ro l l 5,131
East F e lec iana 5,697
Evangeline 5,688
F rank lin 4,765
Grant 5,015
I b e r ia 9,403
I b e r v i l l e 7,956
Jackson 6,616
J e f fe r s o n 10,057
J e f fe r s o n  Davis 6,576




Liv ings ton 7,360
Madison 4,411
Morehouse 6,471









S t.  Bernard 9,523
S t .  Charles 8,844
S t . Helena 5,367
S t . James 8,683
S t .  John 7,881
S t .  Landry 6,231
S t .  Martin 6,193
S t .  Mary 9,424









West Baton Rouge 7,844
West C a r ro l l 4 ,540
West F e l ic ia n a 4,979
Winn 5,613
C ity  of Monroe N/A
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income of $4,387 to  rank low est in 1980. These da ta  indicated th a t the  d istric t 
with the highest per cap ita  income had an income of approxim ately two and one- 
half tim es g rea ter than the d is tric t with the low est per cap ita  income in 1980. 
The mean per cap ita  income for all d is tric ts  in 1980 was $7,002, with a standard 
deviation of $1,660. Twenty-seven d is tric ts  reported  per cap ita  incomes in 
excess of th a t mean in 1980, which m eant th a t 59.05 percent of the d istric ts  had 
less than average per cap ita  incomes in 1980.
To determ ine if the re  was a significant relationship between variations of 
per cap ita  income and local revenue per average daily membership of school 
d istric ts  in 1980, a Pearson coeffic ien t of correlation was com puted. In Table 
33, data  were reported  re la tive  to  th a t correlation . The correlation yielded a 
coefficien t of .44 which was s ta tis tica lly  significant a t  the .05 level of 
confidence. The am ount of money (per cap ita  income) residents of school 
d istric ts  have available to  spend on goods and services determ ines, in part, the 
local revenue received from sales tax  collections. The significance of the 
correlation between per cap ita  income and local revenue implies th a t school 
d istric ts  with higher per cap ita  incomes are able to  generate more local revenue 
(sales tax collections) than school d is tric ts  with lower per capita incomes.
Table 33
C orrelation of Per C apita Income and Local Revenue 
Per Average Daily Membership, 1980
Year
Number C oefficient 
of D istric ts of C orrelation
1980 64 .44*
♦Significant a t  the .05 level.
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To fac ilita te  the analysis of the relationship of per cap ita  income and local
revenue per average daily membership in 1980, the per cap ita  incomes of school 
d istric ts  in 1980 w ere classified according to  the following categories as 
discussed in the previous chapter:
Local revenue per average daily membership was classified according to  the 
categories mentioned earlie r and Table 31 presented data  rela tive to  the 
classification of school d is tric ts  in those categories. In Table 34, data w ere 
presented relating to  the classification of school d is tric ts  into the categories of 
per cap ita  income listed above.
Six school d is tric ts  were in Category 1 of per cap ita  income. Of those six 
d istric ts , th ree  were ranked in C ategory 1 of local revenue per average daily 
membership, two in C ategory 2, and one d is tric t in Category 3. Forty-seven 
school d istric ts  w ere in C ategory 2 of per cap ita  income. Of those d istric ts, 
tw enty-th ree w ere classified in C ategory 2, ten  in C ategory 3, and fourteen in 
Category 1 of local revenue per student in average daily membership. Eleven 
school d istric ts  ranked in C ategory 3 of per cap ita  income. Of those, two 
d istric ts  w ere in C ategory 3 of local revenue per average daily membership and 
nine in C ategory 2. The comparison of per cap ita  income and local revenue per 
average daily membership of school d is tric ts  by the above classifications showed 
no trends, as the per cap ita  incomes of the d istric ts  w ere widely dispersed 
throughout the th ree  categories of local revenue per average daily membership.
Category 
C ategory 1 
C ategory 2 
C ategory 3
Per C apita Income
$ 0 - $5,000
$5,001 - $9,000 
$9,001 - above
Table 34
C la s s i f i c a t io n  of Per Capita  Income of In d iv id u a ls  Residing 
in  School D i s t r i c t s  in L ou is iana , 1980
D i s t r i c t Category 1 D i s t r i c t  
$0 -  $5,000
Category 2 D i s t r i c t  
$5,001 -  $9,000
Category 3 
$9,001 -  above
1 . West F e l ic ia n a  $4,979 1 . Cameron $8,992 1 . L afay e tte $10,952
2. Catahoula 4,765 2. S t .  Charles 8,844 2. East Baton Rouge 10,107
3. F ran k lin  4,765 3. S t.  James 8,683 3. J e f fe r s o n 10,057
4. . West C a r ro l l  4,540 4. Lafourche 8,301 4. Orleans 9,911
5. Madison 4,411 5. S t . Tammany 8,247 5. Caddo 9,547
6. Sabine 4,387 6. Vermilion 8,006 6. S t .  Bernard 9,523
7. I b e r v i l l e 7,956 7. S t .  Mary 9,424
8. S t .  John 7,881 8. I b e r ia 9,403
9. West Baton Rouge 7,844 9. Terrebonne 9,344
10. Assumption 7,581 10. C alcasieu 9,250
11. Ascension 7,559 11. Plaquemines ■9,148













25. J e f fe r s o n  Davis 6.576
V
Table 34 (c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t Category 1 D i s t r i c t  
$0 -  $5,000
Category 2 D i s t r i c t  
$5,001 -  $9,000
Category 3 




29. S t .  Landry 6,231
30. S t . Martin 6,193
31. DeSoto 6,160
32. Union 6,140
33. B ie n v i l le 6,111
34. Red River 6,054
35. East F e l ic ia n a 5,697
36. Evangeline 5,688






43. S t .  Helena 5,367
44. Allen 5,356




133rd Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  Department of Education, B u l le t in  1472, Bureau of 
Research, 1981 -  82.
136
Comparison of Louisiana Public School Financial 
D ata With National S tatistics
The final question addressed is: how does Louisiana com pare with the
nation in term s of public school financial da ta?  As shown in Table 35, of the 
to ta l revenue for public education in the  United S tates in 1975, 8.50 percent 
cam e from federal sources, 43.70 percen t cam e from s ta te  sources, and 47.80 
percent from local sources; fo r Louisiana, 13.76 percent of education revenue 
cam e from federal sources, 56.19 percen t from s ta te  sources, and 30.05 percent 
from local sources. In 1980, of the to ta l education revenue for the United S tates,
8.40 percent cam e from  federal sources, 48.60 percent from s ta te  sources, and 
43.00 percent from local sources; for Louisiana, 12.52 percent cam e from federal 
sources, 52.91 from s ta te  sources and 34.57 percent from local sources. These 
data  indicate th a t school d is tric ts  in Louisiana relied more heavily on the s ta te  
for financing education than did other s ta te s  as a  whole during both years of the 
study. The data also indicated a shift in percentages of revenue coming from 
s ta te  and local sources for both the United S tates and Louisiana between 1975 
and 1980. For the fifty  s ta te s  as a com posite, the re  was a decrease of 4.80 
percent between 1975 and 1980 in revenue obtained from local sources, and an 
increase of 4.90 percent in revenue from s ta te  sources. In Louisiana, the re  was 
an increase of 4.52 percen t betw een 1975 and 1980 in revenue obtained from local 
sources, and a decrease of 3.28 percen t in revenue obtained from the s ta te .
Louisiana reported less per cap ita  income than the nation as a whole during 
both years of the study. In 1975, the per cap ita  income for the United S tates was 
$6,399 while the  per cap ita  income for Louisiana was $5,405 or 84.47 percent of 
the per cap ita  income of th e  United S tates. In 1980, the per cap ita  income for 




Comparison o f  L o u i s ia n a  and the  United S t a t e s  in  Terms o f  
Edu cat ion  Revenue,  Per Capita  Income,  and Per  
P u p i l  E x p e n d i t u r e s ,  1975 and 1980
A. Educat ion Revenue
Source
1975 1980
Louis  iana United  S t a t e s L o u i s ia n a U nited  S t a t e s
P e r c e n t P er cen t
F ed er a l 13.76 8 . 5 0 1 2 .52 8 . 4 0
S t a t e 5 6 . 1 9 4 3 . 7 0 5 2 . 9 1 4 8 . 6 0
Local 3 0 .0 5 4 7 . 8 0 3 4 .5 7 4 3 . 0 0
B. Per Capita Income
1975 1980
L o ui s ia n a U nited  S t a t e s L o u i s ia n a U nited  S t a t e s
$5, 405 $6,399 $ 8 ,4 5 8 $9, 521
C. Per P u p i l Expend itu re
1975 1980
Louis  iana U n i ted  S t a t e s L o u i s ia n a United  S t a t e s
(
$1 ,0 3 3 $ 1 ,3 7 0 $2, 081 $2,316
Sour ces:
133rd Annual Report  o f  the  L o u i s ia n a  S t a t e  Department o f  
E du ca t io n ,  B u l l e t i n  147 2,  Bureau o f  R e se a r ch ,  19 8 1 -8 2 .
NEA E s t im a te s  o f  E s t im a te s  o f  Schoo l  S t a t i s t i c s . 1 9 8 2 -8 3 ,  
Washington,  D. C.
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D ata in Table 35 revealed th a t Louisiana spent less on education on a per 
pupil basis than the nation as a  whole during both years of the study. In 1975, the 
per pupil expenditure for the  United S tates was $1,370. Louisiana had a per pupil 
expenditure of $1,033 which am ounted to  75.40  percen t of th a t spent by the 
nation as a whole. In 1980, the per pupil expenditure for the  United S tates was 
$2,316 while in Louisiana, the  per pupil expenditure was $2,081 or 89.85 percent 
of the com posite United S tates expenditure. Although the above data  indicated 
th a t Louisiana spent considerably less on education th a t the  nation, when 
com pared to  the amount of money (per cap ita  income) available to  spend, the  
d ifference is slight. In 1975, Louisiana spent 19.11 percent of its per cap ita  
income on education, while in the  United S tates, this figure was 24.33 percent. 
In 1980, the  difference was even sm aller, with Louisiana spending 24.60 percent 
of its  available income on education, while the percentage of income spent by 
the  nation as a whole was 25.04 percent.
Chapter 5
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, AND SUGGESTIONS 
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Summary
The purpose of this study was to  determ ine what degree and in what ways 
revenues vary across school d is tric ts  in the s ta te  of Louisiana. The study was 
lim ited to  an analysis of variations of revenue received by those d istric ts  from 
federal, s ta te , and local sources in 1975 and 1980. Included w ere analyses of 
o ther fac to rs relating to  the variations of revenue.
Within the fram ework of the study, seven questions were asked. These 
questions included inform ation relating to : the amounts and percentages of
revenue received by school d is tric ts  from federal, s ta te , and local sources; 
revenue receip ts per average daily membership of school d istric ts; variations of 
assessed valuations of taxable property and its  relationship to  revenue received 
from local sources; revenue received by school d istric ts from ad valorem taxes 
and sales taxes; variations of per pupil expenditures of school d istric ts  and its 
relationship to  revenue received from local sources; variations of per capita 
income of school d is tric ts  and its  relationship to  revenue received from local 
sources; and a comparison of Louisiana with national s ta tis tic s  in relation to  
revenue from local, s ta te , and federal sources, per cap ita  income, and per pupil 
expenditures.
D ata for the analysis w ere obtained from Annual Reports of the Louisiana 
S ta te  D epartm ent of Education and National Education Association Publications.
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M athem atical and s ta tis tic a l com putatons included derivations of appro­
pria te  percentages, means, standard deviations, and Pearson's coefficien ts of 
correlation .
Findingr
A fter analysis of the d a ta , the  following findings w ere noted:
1. In 1975, school d is tric ts  in Louisiana received 56.19 percent of their 
revenue from the  s ta te , 30.05 percent from within local d is tric ts , and 13.76 
percen t from the federal governm ent. In 1980, school d istric ts  received 52.91 
percent of the ir revenue from  the s ta te , 34.57 percent from within local 
d is tric ts , and 12.52 percen t from the federal governm ent.
2. Total revenue rece ip ts  of school d istric ts  in Louisiana showed an 
increase of 71.93 percent betw een 1975 and 1980, with a 97.81 percent increase in 
revenue from local sources, a 61.87 percent increase in revenue from s ta te  
sources, and a 56.51 percent increase in revenue from federal sources.
3. There was a rela tive ly  sm aller number of school d istric ts  (16-17) 
receiving the larger am ounts of revenue from each of the th ree  sources during 
both years under study, with approxim ately seventy-five percent of the d istric ts  
receiving less than the average of the sixty-six school d is tric ts  in revenue from 
local, s ta te , and federal sources. This was expected in revenues from s ta te  and 
federal sources because of d ifferences among school d is tric ts  in areas such as 
student enrollm ent and special programs. The large number of school d istric ts , 
falling below the  average in revenue from local sources indicated there  were 
disparities among the school d istric ts  since revenue from local sources was 
prim arily a function of the w ealth of the d is tric ts  and the  tax  e ffo rt of residents 
of each d istric t.
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4. The ranges of percentages of revenue received by school d is tric ts  from 
federal, s ta te , and local sources showed considerable variation among the 
d is tric ts  in both 1975 and 1980. The range of percentages of revenue from 
federal sources in 1975 indicated th a t the d is tric t with the highest percentage 
was approxim ately th ree  and one-half tim es more than the  d is tric t with the 
lowest percentage. The range of percentages of revenue from s ta te  sources in 
1975 showed a  d ifference of alm ost th ree  tim es between the highest and lowest 
school d istric ts . The range of percentages from local sources in 1975 indicated 
th a t the d is tric t with the highest percentage was over six tim es g rea ter than the 
d istric t with the lowest percentage. In 1980, there  was a difference of 
approxim ately five tim es between the  highest and lowest school d istric ts  in 
percentages of revenue from federal sources, a  d ifference of slightly more than 
two tim es between the highest and lowest d istric ts  in percentages of revenue 
from s ta te  sources, and a d ifference of alm ost five tim es between the highest 
and lowest d istric ts in percentages of revenue from local sources. The variations 
in percentages of revenue from the th ree  governm ental levels indicated th a t 
some school d is tric ts  relied more heavily on one or more governm ental sources 
for education revenue than o thers. The differences in s ta te  and local percen­
tages were a ttribu tab le  to  th e  variations of local d is tric t wealth in term s of 
assessed property valuations of taxable property and per cap ita  income of school 
d istric ts . The richer d istric ts  received a larger portion of their revenue from 
local sources, while poorer d is tric ts  relied more heavily on the s ta te  for needed 
education revenue. D ifferences in percentages of revenue from the  federal 
governm ent w ere prim arily a ttrib u tab le  to  sizes of student populations, socio­
economic status, number of educationally handicapped, and other areas funded 
under federal aid programs.
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5. A sh ift in percentages of revenue obtained from federal, s ta te , and 
local sources was observed betw een 1975 and 1980. Of the sixty-six school 
d istric ts , forty-six showed declines in the percentage of revenue derived from 
federal sources and fifty -one d istric ts  showed declines in the percentage of 
revenue derived form s ta te  sources. F ifty -th ree  school d istric ts  reported 
increases in percentage of revenue derived from local sources between 1975 and 
1980.
6. In 1975 and 1980, the  la rgest single source of s ta te  aid to  school d istricts 
was in the form of equalization aid distributions through the s ta te 's  Minimum 
Foundation Program . Equalization aid represented 84.06 percent of to ta l s ta te  
aid to  school d is tric ts  in 1975 and 78.70 percent in 1980. The mean equalization 
aid to  the school d istric ts  In 1975 was $7,574,836. Eleven school d istric ts  
received s ta te  equalization aid in excess of th a t mean which indicated th a t 83.33 
percent of the d istric ts  received less than the average in equalization aid. The 
mean equalization aid to  school d is tric ts  in 1980 was $11,433,770. Seventeen 
d istric ts  received equalization aid in excess of th a t mean which indicated th a t 
74.24 percent of the d istric ts  received less than the average in equalization aid 
from  the s ta te  in 1980.
7. The Constitutional Tax was the most utilized form of ad valorem tax by 
school d is tric ts  in 1975 and 1980 with all d istric ts  levying the tax  during both 
years. The second most utilized ad valorem tax was the Additional Support Tax 
(m aintenance and operation) which was levied by six ty-three d istric ts  in 1975 and 
sixty-tw o d istric ts  in 1980. The least utilized ad valorem tax  was the Additional 
Support Tax (capital outlay), w ith fourteen d istric ts  having approval for levy in 
1975 and fifteen  d istric ts  in 1980. Nine school d istric ts  authorized levies under 
all authorized ad valorem taxes in 1975 and tw elve d istric ts  authorized levies of
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all ad valorem taxes in 1980. In 1975 and 1980, Plaquemines and Orleans Parishes 
utilized th e  C onstitutional Tax as their only authorized ad valorem tax  levies. 
Four ad valorem taxes which included: (l) Building Repair and Equipment Tax; 
(2) Additional Support Tax for operations and m aintenance; (3) Additional 
Support Tax for cap ital outlay; and (4) Bond and In terest Tax, required voter 
approval for levy. Of those four ad valorem taxes requiring voter approval in 
1975, nine d istric ts  had levies under all four, tw enty-tw o d istric ts  had levies 
under th ree  of the  taxes, th irty-one d istric ts  had levies under two of the taxes, 
and two d istric ts  had levies under one of the taxes. In 1980, tw elve d istric ts  had 
levies under all four voter approved ad valorem  taxes, tw enty-one d istric ts  had 
levies under th ree  of the taxes, tw enty-one d istric ts  had levies under two of the 
taxes, and th ree  d istric ts  had levies under one of the  taxes. These da ta  indicated 
th a t the ad valorem taxes w ere not being fully utilized by school d is tric ts  in 1975 
or 1980. The availability of unused ad valorem taxes by school d istric ts  
represented  a substantial source of local revenue th a t could greatly  enhance the 
financial situations in a number of these d istric ts .
8. Between 1975 and 1980, the am ount of revenue generated for school 
d is tric ts  from ad valorem tax  collections increased in fifty-one d istric ts , while 
six ty -th ree  d istric ts  reported  decreases in the percentages of to ta l local revenue 
th a t w ere derived from collections of ad valorem taxes. The mean percentage of 
local revenue derived from  ad valorem taxes for all d is tric ts  in 1975 was 4548 
percen t, with eighteen d istric ts  receiving 50 percent or more of their local 
revenue from ad valorem taxes. The mean percentage of local revenue derived 
from ad valorem taxes for all d is tric ts  in 1980 was 30.62 percent which was a 
14.56 percen t decline from 1975. In 1980, only four d istric ts  received 50 percent 
or more of the ir local revenue from ad valorem  taxes. These data  indicated th a t
144
during the period, the ad valorem  taxes lost some of their power as a producer of 
local revenue. The declines among school d istric ts  in percentage of local 
revenue derived from ad valorem  taxes w ere a ttribu tab le  to  a number of reasons 
which included in part: the  failure of school d is tric ts  to  gain voter approval of 
ad valorem tax  referendum s, the variations in the value of taxable property 
among school d istric ts , and th e  gain in local revenue derived from  sales tax 
collections.
9. A correlation and supportive da ta  indicated the existence of a 
significant relationship betw een the variations of the assessed property valua­
tions per student in average daily membership and the local revenue per student 
in average daily membership in school d istric ts  in 1980 (r=.59; p .05).
10. In 1980, th e re  was a wide difference among school d istric ts  in term s of 
assessed property valuation per student in average daily membership. The 
d is tric t with the highest assessed property valuation had property assessed a t 
$49,777 per student, a  value tw enty-one tim es g rea ter than the d is tric t with the 
lowest assessed valuation of $2,363 per student. The mean assessed valuation of 
taxable property for all school d is tric ts  in 1980 was $8,852 per student with a 
standard deviation of $7,303 per student. Sixty-eight percent of the  d istric ts  had 
less than the average in assessed valuations of taxable property in 1980. The 
difference in assessed property valuations of taxable property w ere in part, 
responsible for the variations of local revenue among school d istric ts  in 1980. 
School d istric ts  with higher property assessm ents w ere able to  genera te  more ad 
valorem tax  revenue than school d is tric ts  w ith lower assessm ents and similar 
millage ra te s. In some cases, th e  d ifferences in assessed valutions were so g reat 
th a t the d istric ts  with the higher assessm ents were able to  generate  more 
revenue with sm aller millage ra te s  than d istric ts  with low assessm ents and 
higher ra tes.
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11. The am ount of revenue generated from collections of sales taxes by 
school d istric ts  was 59.90 percent g reater in 1980 than reported in 1975. The 
mean percentage of local revenue for all d istric ts  th a t was derived from sales 
taxes in 1975 was 41.85 percen t. Of the fifty -e igh t d istric ts  receiving revenue 
from sales taxes in 1975, tw elve received 50 percent or more of their local 
revenue from sales tax  rece ip ts . In 1980, all d istric ts  but Cameron Parish had 
authorized sales tax  levies. The mean percentage of local revenue derived from 
sales taxes for all d istric ts  in 1980 was 49.60 percent which was an increase of 
7.75 percent from 1975. Of th e  sixty-five d istric ts  collecting sales taxes in 1980, 
th irty -th ree  received 50 percent or more of the ir local revenue from sales tax  
receip ts. The increases in percentages of local revenue derived from sales taxes 
between 1975 and 1980, resulted  in the sales tax  replacing the ad valorem taxes 
as the largest supplier of local revenue. It is noted th a t curren t economic 
conditions existing in Louisiana have resulted in school d istricts receiving less 
revenue from sales taxes than an ticipated  in 1982 and 1983.
12. Between 1975 and 1980, school d istric ts  in Louisiana experienced a 
decline in enrollm ent based on average daily membership. F ifty-eight d istricts 
reported decreases of students in average daily membership in 1980 from th a t 
reported  in 1975, w ith a to ta l decrease of 6.86 percent for the en tire  s ta te . The 
decrease in student enrollm ents had a d irec t e ffec t on revenue received by 
school d istric ts . S tate  equalization aid and most federal aid programs are 
determ ined by student enrollm ent. A reduction in the number of students 
enrolled in school d istric ts  resulted  in less revenue from those sources.
13. In both 1975 and 1980, there  was a wide range of disparities among 
school d istric ts  in term s of local revenue per average daily membership. In 1975, 
there  was a d ifference of approxim ately ten  tim es between the highest and 
low est d istric ts , with the  highest d istric t receiving $1,198 per student and the
146
lowest $124 per student. The mean local revenue in 1975 was $336 per student 
with a standard deviation of $117. In 1980, th e re  was a d ifference of approxi­
m ately ten and one-half tim es between the  highest and lowest d istric ts, with the 
highest d is tric t receiving $2,626 per student and the  lowest $252 per student. 
The mean local revenue among school d is tric ts  in 1980 was $764 per student with 
a standard deviation of $450. As indicated earlier, the large variations in local 
revenue among school d istric ts  w ere prim arily due to  the differences in revenue 
generated  from  ad valorem taxes and sales taxes. Such differences resu lted  in 
some d istric ts  being w ealth ier than others in term s of local revenue, thereby 
resulting in the richer d istric ts  having more money to  expend on educational 
programs.
14. C orrelations and supportative data  indicated th a t there  was a signifi­
can t relationship between the variations of per pupil exenditures and local 
revenue per student in average daily membership of school d is tric ts  in both 1975 
(r=.67; p .05) and 1980 (r=.57j p .05).
15. There was a wide range of d ifferences among school d is tric ts  in the 
amount of money expended for education in 1975 and 1980. In 1975, the school 
d is tric t with the highest expenditure per pupil spent $1,616 or 43.56 percent more 
funds than the d is tric t with th e  lowest expenditure of $930 per pupil. The mean 
expenditure in 1975 was $1,177 with a standard deviation of $417 per pupil. In 
1980, the school d is tric t with the  highest expenditure was able to  spend $3,129 
per pupil or 50.43 percent more than the  d is tric t with the  lowest expenditure of 
$1,551 per pupil. The mean expenditure among school d is tric ts  in 1980 was $2,092 
with a standard deviation of $288 per pupil. The relationship between revenue 
and expenditures among school d istric ts  was reflec ted  both num erically and 
sta tis tica lly , indicating th a t the w ealthier d is tric ts  in general, in both 1975 and 
1980, spent more on education programs than the d istric ts  receiving less revenue.
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16. There was a wide range of d ifferences among the school d istric ts  in 
relation to  per cap ita  incomes reported  in 1980. The school d is tric t with the 
highest per cap ita  income in 1980 had income approxim ately two and one-half 
tim es g rea ter than the  d is tric t with the  lowest per cap ita  income. The mean per 
cap ita  income for all d is tric ts  in 1980 was $7,002 with a standard deviation of 
$1,660. Fifty-nine percent of the d istric ts  reported  per capita incomes below 
th a t mean. The differences among school d istric ts  in per capita income were, in 
part, re flec ted  in the d ifferences of revenue generated from collections of sales 
taxes among school d is tric ts . The revenue derived from sales taxes was 
dependent on the monies spent by consumers for goods and services. D istricts 
th a t had larger per cap ita  incomes resulted in residents having more money to 
spend which produced more revenue from sales tax collections.
17. A correlation indicated the existence of a significant relationship 
between the variations of per cap ita  incomes and local revenue per student in 
school d istric ts  in 1980 (r=.44; p .05).
18. In 1975, the  largest single source for educational revenue in the United 
S tates was from local d is tric ts , while in Louisiana, the  largest single source of 
revenue was from s ta te  sources. In 1980, the  la rgest single source of educational 
revenue for both th e  United S tates and Louisiana was from s ta te  sources. The 
data also indicated th a t betw een 1975 and 1980, national averages showed a shift 
in percentages of revenue, with less from local sources and more from s ta te  
sources. In Louisiana, the  opposite occurred, with a sh ift in percentages th a t 
resulted  in less revenue from s ta te  sources and more from local sources.
19. In 1975, Louisiana reported  a per cap ita  income of 84.47 percent of 
th a t reported for th e  United S tates. In 1980, Louisiana reported a per cap ita  
income of 91.43 percen t of th a t reported for the United S tates as a whole.
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20. The data  indicated th a t Louisiana spent Jess per pupil than the United 
S tates, as a  whole, during both years under study with a per pul expenditure of
75.40 percent of the national average in 1975 and 89.85 percent in 1980. 
However, when com pared to  the amount of income available to  spend, the 
d ifference is slight. In 1975, Louisiana spent 19.10 percent of its  available 
income on education, while for the  United S tates, this figure was 24.33 percent. 
In 1980, the d ifference was even sm aller, with Louisiana spending 24.60 percent, 
while the percentage of income spent by the nation as whole was 25.04 percent.
Discussion
The findings in the study indicated th a t the  financial condition in Louisiana 
school d is tric ts  in 1975 and 1980 w ere characterized  by considerble fluctuations 
in fiscal capabilities. The fluctuations w ere most pronounced in term s of the 
rela tive w ealth of the d is tric ts  as measured by the  assessed valuations of taxable 
property and per cap ita  incomes. The differences of local w ealth among the 
school d is tric ts  resulted in some receiving more local revenue than others. 
School d istric ts  with higher assessed valuations of taxable property were able to  
generate  more tax  revenue from  ad valorem taxes, while d istric ts  with higher 
per cap ita  incomes w ere able to  genera te  more revenue from sales tax  
collections. As noted in the  findings, th e  most well funded d istric ts  were 
approxim ately ten tim es the  local revenue of the  most poorly funded d istric ts .
Correlations between variations of local revenue and per pupil expenditures 
of school d istric ts  showed significant relationships during 1975 and 1980, which 
implied th a t d istric ts  receiving larger am ounts of local revenue w ere able to  
spend more on a  per pupil basis for their educational program than d istric ts  
receiving sm aller am ounts. In 1975, the  d is tric t with the highest per pupil 
expenditure was able to  spend 43.56 percent more per pupil than the d istric t with
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the  low est per pupil expenditure. In 1980, this figure had increased to  50.43 
percen t.
As described in Serrano v P riest and other sim ilar court cases, educational 
opportunities offered by school d istric ts  have a d irec t relationship to  local 
w ealth (Monahan and Hengst, 1982). It was contended in these cases, th a t even 
with s ta te  equalization aid, richer school d istric ts  in term s of local revenue are 
able to  provide b e tte r  educational opportunities than poorer d istric ts.
Louisiana finances education through a Minimum Foundation Program. The 
program includes a defined educational program , th e  apnount of required local 
support, and the am ount of s ta te  support for the program. The underlying 
concept is to  provide the  sam e educational opportunities for students in all 
d is tric ts . D ifferences in the abilities of school d is tric ts  to  support the education 
program resulting from  variations of local w ealth are  accounted for through 
s ta te  distributions as determ ined by an equalization form ula. Through the 
equalization form ula, revenue parity  among d is tric ts  should be achieved. How­
ever, as indicated previously, th e  financial conditions of school d istric ts  in 1975 
and 1980 showed th a t despite a ttem p ts  by the s ta te  to  achieve equalization, the 
school d is tric ts  with larger am ounts of local revenue w ere able to  spend more for 
the ir educational program s than the  d istric ts  with lesser am ounts. If the 
relationship of school d is tric t expenditures and educational opportunities alluded 
to  in Serraho v P riest holds true , some school d is tric ts  in Louisiana were able to  
provide more educational opportunities than others in 1975 and 1980.
The disparities of revenue among school d is tric ts  in Louisiana occurred, in 
part, because of the  failure of the  s ta te 's  Minimum Foundation Program to  
adequately equalize school d is tric ts  in term s of revenue from s ta te  and local 
sources.
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The facto rs included in Louisiana's equalization formula should resu lt in 
revenue parity  for all school d istric ts . As indicated, this did not happen in 1975 
or 1980. It was observed th a t some adjustm ents in those facto rs might reduce 
revenue disparities among school d istric ts . Based on this observation, it is 
suggested th a t research be conducted on some of the facto rs to  determ ine if 
adjustm ents could be made th a t would resu lt in more revenue parity  for school 
d istric ts .
It was also noted in the  findings, th a t a change in percentages of revenue 
from the th ree  governm ental levels occurred among school d istric ts  between 
1975 and 1980. The change resulted in a slight shift in percentages, with a 
decrease in revenue from the  s ta te  and an increase in revenue from local 
sources. If this shift develops into a trend, w ith more responsibility for financing 
education being transferred  to  local governm ents, the variations in local revenue 
and resu ltan t expenditures could become more notable. Educational programs 
could become a function of the  w ealth of the d is tric t, with richer d istric ts  
having more money to  expend on education than poorer d istric ts . The educa­
tional opportunities offered students in poorer d istric ts  would, in most cases, be 
less than those offered students in richer d istric ts .
Suggestions for Future Research
From the current study, a number of issues relating to  the financing of 
education in Louisiana was observed. In reference to  these issues, the following 
suggestions for fu ture research are  made:
1. An investigation of Louisiana's equalization formula to  determ ine if 
adjustm ents in some of the fac to rs  would resu lt in more revenue parity among 
school d is tric ts . Some of the  facto rs th a t might be studied include: (a) the
addition of a  percentage of local sales tax  as a  part of required local support and
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(b) the  removal of the Special Education Program as an item  in the equalization 
form ula.
2. An investigation of the local tax  stru c tu re  used to  support education 
to  determ ine if changes could improve the financial conditions of school 
d istric ts . A specific suggestion is the feasibility of increasing the maximum 
millage th a t can be levied under th e  Constitutional Tax.
3. The initiation of a  study to  determ ine the  "educational e ffo rt"  of 
school d istric ts  in Louisiana. Educational e ffo rt is the willingness of residents of 
a school d is tric t to provide the  necessary revenue for education. This willingness 
is generally displayed by the passage of ad valorem or sales tax  referendum s to  
provide sufficient revenue from  within local d is tric ts . The question th a t might 
be examined would be how poorer d istric ts , in relation to  assessed property 
values or per cap ita  incomes, com pare with richer d istric ts  in "educational 
effo rt" .
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Table 36
Amount and Percen t of T o ta l Revenue Received by School D i s t r i c t s  
in  Louisiana from F ed era l ,  S ta te ,  and Local Sources, 1975
Federal S ta te Local
D i s t r i c t Amount Percent Amount Percen t Amount Percen t T o ta l
Acadia $ 2,181,813 15.77 $ 8,269,087 59.77 $ 3,383,463 24.46 $13,834,362
Allen 1,363,648 18.79 4,223,180 58.18 1,672,184 23.04 7,259,012
Ascension 1,143,586 7.92 7,520,536 52.07 5,778,148 40.01 14,442,270
Assumption 1,023,624 17.13 3,602,793 60.29 1,349,604 22.58 5,976,021
Avoyelles 2,285,904 20.94 6,928,086 63.46 1,703,086 15.60 10,917,076
Beauregard 1,132,164 13.11 5,197.351 ,60.20 2,304,118 26.69 8,633,634
B ie n v i l le 1,192,492 20.20 3,715,747 62.94 995,666 16.86 5,903,905
Bossier 3,063,554 14.30 13,687,027 63.90 4,669,338 21.80 21,419,968
Caddo 7,494,573 11.09 35,169,942 52.03 24,937,089 36.89 67,601,603
C alcasieu 4,413,324 9.66 24,981,328 54.65 16,312,926 35.69 45,707,578
Caldwell 523,842 18.11 1,875,560 64.84 493,372 17.06 2,892,774
Cameron 256,150 6.85 926,569 24.77 2,558,010 68.38 3,740,730
Catahoula 971,521 20.87 2,665,898 57.26 1,018,437 21.87 4,655,856
Claiborne 742,279 17.68 2,970,834 70.78 484,293 11.54 4,197,407
Concordia 1,582,929 21.33 4,221,068 56.89 1,616,251 21.78 7,420,248
DeSoto 1,187,769 17.59 4,617,137 68.38 947,316 14.03 6,752,222
East Baton Rouge 8,891,789 9.46 47,503,794 50.51 37,643,473 40.03 94,039,057
East C a r ro l l 858,674 23.60 2,010,498 55.26 768,873 21.13 3,638,045
East F e l ic ia n a 842,428 18.57 3,080,797 67.91 613,684 13.53 4,536,908
Evangeline 2,190,864 22.96 5,642,558 59.12 1,710,554 17.92 9,543,976
Frank lin 1,564,086 19.00 5,101,419 61.98 1,565,381 19.02 8,230,886
Grant 738,902 16.91 3,111,550 71.19 520,138 11.90 4,370,590
Ib e r ia 2,825,780 14.89 11,027,885 58.09 5,129,405 27.02 18,983,070
Table 36 (continued)
Federal State Local
District Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Total
Iberville $ 1,992,535 15.42 $ 6,319,825 48.89 $ 4,612,978 35.69 $12,925,337
Jackson 617,254 12.52 3,069,057 62.24 1,245,028 25.54 4,931,789
Jefferson 6,431,974 7.28 46,836,881 53.01 35,092,776 39.71 88,361,631
Jefferson Davis 964,450 10.55 5,318,118 58.20 2,855,588 31.25 9,138,156
Lafayette 4,105,890 11.90 19,621,194 56.88 10,766,918 31.21 34,494,001
Lafourche 2,112,263 9.61 13,136,691 59.77 6,728,191 30.61 21,977,145
LaSalle 452,103 11.09 2,703,894 66.30 922,085 22.61 4,078,082
Lincoln 1,087,217 13.93 4,862,182 62.28 1,857,100 23.79 7,806,499
Livingston 1,094,044 9.20 8,547,208 71.90 2,246,177 18.90 11,877,429
Madison 992,348 22.79 2,585,727 59.39 775,793 17.82 4,353,868
Morehouse 1,939,575 21.05 5,404,783 58.66 1,869,493 20.29 9,213,851
Natchitoches 2,639,051 21.03 7,308,218 58.24 2,601,796 20.73 12,549,065
Orleans 23,029,318 18.89 59,590,594 48.89 39,257,175 32.22 121,877,087
Ouachita 2,386,784 10.90 14,017,728 64.03 5,487,975 25.07 21,892,486
Plaquemines 588,609 10.83 2,829,516 52.06 2,016,803 37.11 5,434,828
Pointe Coupee 1,457,176 22.81 4,038,763 63.21 893,212 13.98 6,389,150
Rapides 4,739,872 14.55 20,106,584 41.73 7,727,239 23.72 32,573,695
Red River 526,374 19.48 1,726,442 63.88 449,839 16.64 2,702,656
Richland 1,492,030 21.31 4,339,203 61.99 1,168,825 16.70 7,000,058
Sabine 1,019,949 15.92 3,943,979 61.55 1,443,773 22.53 6,407,702
St. Bernard 1,533,951 10.13 8,647,197 57.11 4,960,592 32.76 15,141,741
St. Charles 1,519,770 10.73 6,108,756 43.13 6,534,801 46,14 14,163,327
St. Helena 594,367 18.75 2,198,693 69.37 376,347 11.87 3,169,407
St. James 909,117 12.33 4,251,936 57.67 2,211,238 29.99 7,372,290
St. John 740,680 9.03 4,837,980 58.99 2,623,010 31.98 8,201,670
St. Landry 5,704,125 22.47 15,622,159 61.53 4,064,647 16.01 25,390,930
St. Martin 2,028,799 18.46 6,427,175 58.47 2,536,488 23.07 10,992,462
Table 36 (c o n t in u ed )
Federal S ta te  Local
D i s t r i c t Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent T o ta l
S t .  Mary $ 2,204,970 12.88 $ 9,467,900 55.29 $ 5,452,198 31.84 $17,125,069
S t.  Tammany 1,665,883 8.61 13,129,007 67.83 4,560,335 23.56 19,355,226
Tangipahoa 3,281,007 17.94 11,739,071 64.20 3,264,121 17.85 18,284,200
Tensas 666,288 20.30 1,950,318 59.41 666,400 20.30 3,283,006
Terrebonne 2,774,912 10.44 14,914,611 56.11 8,892,721 33.45 26,582,244
Union 816,772 16.27 3,663,889 72.98 539,572 10.75 5,020,233
Vermilion 1,878,647 14.08 5,855,092 43.87 5,613,007 42.06 13,346,745
Vernon 1,813,654 16.64 7,044,811 64.63 2,042,219 18.73 10,900,658
Washington 1,443,035 21.03 4,390,257 63.98 1,028,960 14.99 6,862,252
Webster 1,345,132 11.32 7,567,256 63.71 2,965,673 24.97 11,878,061
West Baton Rouge 833,463 14.19 3,122,702 53.16 1,917,968 32.65 5,874,133
West C a r ro l l 580,250 13.69 2,733,069 64.49 924,426 21.81 4,237,744
West F e l ic ia n a 673,517 18.58 1,565,168 43.17 1,386,786 38.25 3,625,471
Winn 1,002,425 17.72 3,395,745 60.04 1,257,883 22.24 5,656,053
City  of Monroe 2,090,463 19.72 5,767,146 54.39 2,744,771 25.89 10,602,380
C ity  of Bogalusa 767,465 12.02 3,591,350 56.25 2,025,661 31.73 6,384,476















127th Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  Department of Education, B u l le t in  No. 1472, Bureau 
of Research and Development, 1975 -  1976.
Table 37
Amount and Percent of Total Revenue Received by School Districts
in Louisiana from Federal, State, and Local Sources, 1980
Federal State Local
District Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Total
Acadia $ 3,041,785 13.91 $12,422,340 56.79 $ 6,408,623 29.30 $ 21,872,748
Allen 2,310,436 21.82 6,103,376 57.63 2,175,146 20.55 10,588,958
Ascension 2,729,930 10.09 13,386,730 49.49 10,932,543 40.42 27,049,203
Assumption 1,486,394 13.36 5,809,232 52.23 3,827,957 34.41 11,123,583
Avoyelles 3,189,597 17.12 11,073,790 59.43 4,368,593 23.45 18,631,980
Beauregard 1,281,959 8.32 9,352,282 61.83 4,602,562 29.85 15,416,803
Bienville 918,946 7.69 6,704,395 56.10 4,326,276 36.21 11,949,617
Bossier 4,206,459 11.32 22,856,736 61.54 10,081,498 27.14 37,144,693
Caddo 12,585,587 11.61 57,464,959 53.02 38,331,322 35.37 108,381,868
Calcasieu 7,235,806 9.39 37,525,079 48.69 32,304,590 41.92 77,065,475
Caldwell 734,286 13.48 3,367,431 61.84 1,343,856 24.68 5,445,573
Cameron 724,594 8.40 2,593,816 30.08 5,304,466 61.52 8,622,876
Catahoula 1,183,731 17.31 4,302,532 62.91 1,352,858 19.78 6,839,122
Claiborne 1,287,035 16.48 4,564,579 58.44 1,958,737 25.08 7,810,351
Concordia 1,888,477 17.98 6,362,226 60.57 2,252,657 21.45 10,503,360
DeSoto 2,180,847 16.54 6,882,550 52.22 4,118,571 31.24 13,181,968
East Baton Rouge 11,927,296 8.03 78,560,790 52.93 57,955,166 39.04 148,443,252
East Carroll 1,591,757 25.10 3,183,641 50.19 1,567,423 24.71 6,342,821
East Feliciana 1,248,675 17.56 4,752,361 66.83 1,109,770 15.61 7,110,806
Evangeline 3,221,293 21.80 8,903,071 60.24 2,652,917 17.96 14,777,281
Franklin 1,452,031 11.93 7,602,622 62.43 3,121,034 25.64 12,175,669
Grant 1,531,046 18.92 5,184,080 64.07 1,376,242 17.01 8,091,368
Iberia 4,130,609 12.14 18,852,789 55.43 11,031,818 32.43 34,015,216
Iberville 2,599,325 14.75 8,557,108 48.55 6,469,639 36.70 17,626,072
Table 37 (c o n t in u ed )
Federal S ta te Local
D i s t r i c t Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent T o ta l
Jackson $ 699,254 8.05 $ 5,215,494 60.04 $ 2,771,720 31.91 $ 8,686,468
Je f fe r s o n 8,216,666 5.30 78,248,348 50.44 68,644,984 44.26 155,109,998
J e f fe r s o n  Davis 1,161,848 6.42 8,406,192 46.44 8,533,408 47.14 18,101,448
L afaye tte 6,237,712 10.20 30,234,860 49.45 24,672,262 40.35 61,144,834
Lafourche 3,901,577 10.41 21,704,813 57.90 11,877,083 31.69 37,484,473
LaSalle 766,132 9.24 4,496,334 54.26 3,024,903 36.50 8,287,369
Lincoln 1,506,518 12.07 7,511,547 60.16 3,466,524 27.77 12,484,589
Livingston 2,469,218 9.52 15,646,262 60.29 7,832,168 30.19 25,947,648
Madison 1,705,688 23.66 4,219,272 58.51 1,285,421 17.83 7,210,831
Morehouse 3,023,842 20.15 8,608,347 57.37 3,372,532 22.48 15,004,721
N atchitoches 4,354,406 20.22 11,995,890 55.71 5,183,522 24.07 21,533,818
Orleans 37,201,136 18.59 91,953,478 45.93 71,011,893 35.48 200,166,507
Ouachita 3,618,846 10.07 21,415,687 59.60 10,897,545 30.33 35,932,078
Plaquemines 1,432,920 14.28 4,613,037 45.85 4,011,131 39.87 10,061,088
Po in te  Coupee 2,146,494 18.44 6,234,234 53.53 3,262,698 28.03 11,643,426
Rapides 8,124,141 15.30 31,794,816 59.88 13,183,688 24.82 53,102,645
Red River 750,453 17.58 2,840,686 66.53 678,360 15.89 4,269,499
Richland 1,716,733 15.52 6,131,182 55.43 3,213,913 29.05 11,061,828
Sabine 1,687,781 14.68 6,830,489 59.42 2,977,845 25.90 11,496,115
S t.  Bernard 2,401,032 9.52 13,329,596 52.84 9,493,425 37.64 25,224,053
S t .  Charles 2,091,032 6.75 10,784,906 34.82 18,098,592 58.43 30,974,530
S t .  Helena 1,014,821 20.23 3,376,922 67.31 625,412 12.46 5,017,155
S t .  James 1,737,135 13.18 6,240,705 47.34 5,203,684 39.48 13,181,524
S t .  John 1,921,271 11.69 7,470,313 45.46 7,041,839 42.85 16,433,423
S t .  Landry 9,162,188 22.28 24,737,631 60.17 ' 7,217,411 17.55 41,117,230
S t .  Martin 2,819,255 13.14 11,010,347 51.33 7,620,389 35.53 21,449,991
S t . Mary 3,710,113 10.57 15,347,827 43.73 16,041,140 45.70 35,099,080
Table 37 (c o n t in u e d )
Federal S ta te  Local
D i s t r i c t Amount Percent Amount Percen t Amount Percen t T o ta l
S t .  Tammany $ 2,523,044 5.89 $24,696,436 57.64 $15,620,435 36.47 $ 42,839,915
Tangipahoa 5,316,893 17.66 18,834,323 62.57 5,952,381 19.77 30,103,597
Tensas 953,905 20.54 2,859,089 61.55 832,184 17.91 4,645,178
Terrebonne 4,533,650 9.28 24,168,547 49.46 20,159,687 41.26 48,861,884
Union 1,186,663 14.50 5,533,093 67.60 1,465,523 17.90 8,185,279
Vermilion 2,209,893 7.94 11,188,111 40.20 14,432,392 51.86 27,830,396
Vernon 5,442,256 25.39 12,735,058 59.40 3,260,175 15.21 21,437,489
Washington 2,199,691 20.23 7,205,332 66.29 1,465,704 13.48 10,870,727
Webster 2,584,659 13.62 11,396,138 60.03 5,000,014 26.35 18,980,811
West Baton Rouge 1,595,473 15.15 5,024,221 47.72 3,909,981 37.13 10,529,675
West C a r ro l l 1,054,033 16.78 4,069,133 64.77 1,158,860 18.45 6,282,026
West F e l ic ia n a 1,007,556 13.33 2,461,122 32.57 4,087,285 54.10 7,555,963
Winn 1,497,894 16.46 5,540,214 60.90 2,059,941 22.64 9,098,049
City  of Monroe 3,318,520 17.83 10,536,653 56.62 4,754,724 25.55 18,609,807
City of Bogalusa 1,260,273 13.80 5,625,960 61.61 2,245,048 24.59 9,131,281
T otal $226,954,498 12.42 $958,831,070 52.97 $626,622,090 34.57 $1,812,397,658
Mean $ 3,438,704 14.25 $ 14,527,592 55.34 $ 9,494,274 30.41 $ 27,460,571
Source:
132nd Annual Report of the  Louisiana S ta te  Department of Education, B u l le t in  1472, Bureau of 
Research, 1980 -  81.
Table 38
Classification of Federal Revenue by Source for School Districts, 1975
Aid for Aid for
Federally Federally
Affected Areas Affected Areas School Food Service
Maintenance And Capital Vocational and Special Milk Adult
District Operation Outlay Education Program Education
Acadia $ $ $, 88,655 $ 766,232 $ 75,270
Allen 52,652 389,177 13,003
Ascension 43,396 530,394 1,479
Assumption 43,459 452,201 984
Avoyelles 131,142 795,868 3,029
Beauregard 122,603 123,694 320,354 16,476
Bienville 98,458 280,643 17,064
Bossier 1,116,842 132,818 814,152 42,517
Caddo 84,825 213,947 3,117,172 60,071
Calcasieu 206,715 1,936,502 53,125
Caldwell 25,349 188,315 2,465
Cameron 20,880 78,125
Catahoula 81,581 231,540 2,139
Claiborne 69,177 255,875 4,152
Concordia 57,096 420,953 15,401
DeSoto 71,819 481,036 25,686
East Baton Rouge 416,834 3,971,350 120,712
East Carroll 3,138 270,354 3,026
East Feliciana 87,660 351,794 8,251
Evangeline 58,199 740,300 17,432
Franklin 27,417 437,030 3,383
Grant 20,367 54,935 145,920 3,287









Education of the 
Handicapped Act Other
Acadia $ 12,246 $1,090,577 $ 32,866 $ $ 115,947
Allen 5,449 343,109 11,287 39,584 509,488
Ascension 4,661 500,022 17,106 23,821 22,706
Assumption 251 471,015 9,011 1,628 45,076
Avoyelles 16,329 829,883 23,435 40,147 446,070
Beauregard 17,024 364,820 17,273 19,772 130,148
Bienville 7,525 411,866 2,313 84,516 269,925
Bossier 69,326 577,079 34,387 37,995 237,438
Caddo 16,819 2,809,120 132,015 45,597 1,015,007
Calcasieu 53,125 1,934,351 96,749 31,493 130,799
Caldwell 764 232,898 11,886 5.679 56,487
Cameron 3,078 95,195 5,179 10,000 43,693
Catahoula 2,594 355,369 8,675 10,000 66.957
Claiborne 842 313,811 5,179 10,000 43,693
Concordia 3,743 629,895 22,491 111,247 322,103
DeSoto 6,947 556,266 15,078 30,938
East Baton Rouge 56,088 2,906,928 167,019 15,064 1,237,794
East Carroll 521,908 5,348 8,173 46,727
East Feliciana 3,068 299,483 10,594 6,237 75,342
Evangeline 861 631,427 7,920 14,769 719,950
Franklin 4,679 757,623 9,707 15,781 308,473
Grant 3,772 286,400 18,138 2,079 204,005
Iberia 14,894 1,076,911 52,369 20,222 752,048
Table 38 (c o n t in u ed )
D i s t r i c t
Aid fo r  




Aid fo r  
F edera lly  
Affected Areas 




School Food Serv ice 




I b e r v i l l e $ $ $ 111,102 $ 955,890 $ 8,068
Jackson 25,347 292,287 5,832
Je f fe r s o n 198,395 303,312 2,482,797 108,936
J e f fe r s o n  Davis 407,810 17,861
L afaye tte 73,314 1,438,151 60,322
Lafourche 166,563 944,851 25,922
LaSalle 21,999 237,163 2,020
Lincoln 8,418 80,030 326,294 14,126
Livingston 57,761 512,921 2,318
Madison 13,747 368,883 2,285
Morehouse 45,715 528,742 18,665
N atchitoches 112,603 913,318 19,623
Orleans 275,809 33,951 8,427,475 88,514
Ouachita 122,446 805,213 89,249
Plaquemines 14,511 226,465
Po in te  Coupee 50,068 692,670 8,312
Rapides 208,903 180,795 2,104,989 79,042
Red River 21,817 204,159 7,866
Richland 346,161 8,544
Sabine 9,374 40,501 283,194 4,312
S t .  Bernard 47,999 7,260 101,790 442,148 13,234
S t .  Charles 93,740 365,653 4,427
S t .  Helena 9,785 227,372 5,974
S t . James 58,211 469,024 6,000









Education of the 
Handicapped Act Other
Iberville $ 6,952 $ 618,168 $ 19,840 $173,225 $ 99,290
Jackson 4,170 232,741 9,441 19,470 22,955
Jefferson 54,892 1,931,766 294,117 47,644 1,008,084
Jefferson Davis 511,219 15,092 12,468
Lafayette 25,163 1,344,534 75,888 52,389 1,036,129
Lafourche 16,646 677,734 33,642 63,974 183,030
LaSalle 2,653 132,419 9,924 11,810 53,915
Lincoln , 4,466 504,188 16,038 17,987 215,671
Livingston 7,270 452,212 27,111 34,452
Madison 469,195 6,177 132,061
Morehouse 1,583 803,344 16,228 16,635 508,662
Natchitoches 2,183 804,249 12,750 16,431 777,516
Orleans 106,447 11,154,588 139,405 66,601 2,754,558
Ouachita 22,991 1,316,751 50,872 159,061
Plaquemines 4,306 308,656 1,885 14,193 18,592
Pointe Coupee 521,493 15,097 895 168,640
Rapides 1,517,605 58,089 10,891 579,557
Red River 242,258 3,020 22,457 24,797
Richland 8,115 710,383 15,178 418,826
Sabine 914 361,340 9,184 27,638 283,503
St. Bernard 45,452 349,407 38,846 15,084 472,731
St. Charles 13,050 476,090 22,694 18,246 525,867
St. Helena 330,046 7,872 1,739 11,280
St. James 4,413 330,556 14,710 7,806 18,397
St. John 6,885 332,280 19,188 10,235
Table 38 (c o n t in u ed )
D i s t r i c t
Aid fo r  
F edera l ly  
A ffected Areas 
Maintenance and 
Operation
Aid fo r  
F edera l ly  
Affected Areas 




School Food Serv ice  




S t . Landry $ 10,533 $ $ 425,527 $1,868,812 $ 70,490
S t .  Martin 9,512 578,029 17,057
S t . Mary 181,740 965,694 26,850
S t .  Tammany 125,082 148,535 649,049 10,208
Tangipahoa 107,374 1,134,309 20,779
Tensas 50,838 206,838 3,937
Terrebonne 91,992 1,063,725 30,517
Union 57,252 241,134 1,426
Vermilion 108,826 612,892 15,081
Vernon 717,738 60,900 411,992
Washington 84,412 508,331 2,771
Webster 79,636 65,321 551,143 6,022
West Baton Rouge 61,229 336,552 2,635
West C a r ro l l 209,546 3,709
West F e l ic ia n a 8,313 177,668 3,329
Winn 40,703 306,696 5,424
City of Monroe 44,508 720,572 6,852
C ity  of Bogalusa 223,708 1,892
T otal $3,014,349 $ 7,260 $5,416,396 $52,997,192 $1,316,446
Percen t of Federal Revenue 2.08 .00 3.74 36.55 .91
Table 38 (c o n t in u ed )
D i s t r i c t
NDEA 
T i t l e  I I I
ESEA 
T i t l e  I
ESEA 
T i t l e  I I
Education of the 
Handicapped Act Other
S t.  Landry $ 27,178 $2,104,883 $ 51,867 $ 17,188 $1,127,646
S t .  Martin 7,437 768,460 21,670 16,428 610,205
S t.  Mary 22,563 876,377 41,709 30,721 59,316
S t . Tammany 552,318 48,995 182 131,514
Tangipahoa 12,554 1,300,172 46,356 70,326 589,137
Tensas 945 330,692 6,752 12,319 53,966
Terrebonne 32,188 919,324 52,913 30,383 553,871
Union 1,426 305,077 14,296 193,461
Vermillion 3,241 727,811 15,597 20,397 374,801
Vernon 2,772 420,757 19.777 6,912 172,806
Washington 3,873 575,754 6,836 19,026 242,032
Webster 1,680 466,805 23,773 6,110 134,641
West Baton Rouge 3,673 268,825 19,800 42,584 98,164
West C a r ro l l 1,632 266,600 2,057 96,705
West F e l ic ia n a 1,858 214,745 8,529 6,849 252,218
Winn 5,424 339,376 20,070 38,016 227,064
City  of Monroe 9,377 798,262 22,940 166,305 321,647
City of Bogalusa 2,402 237,199 11,940 280,325
T otal $787,686 $55,695,485 $2,088,961 $1,634,642 $22,050,788
Percen t of Federa l Revenue .54 38.41 1.44 1.13 15.21
Source:
127th Annual Report of the 
Research and Development, 1975 -  76.
Louisiana S ta te Department of Education, B u lle t in 1472, Bureau of
Table 39












Acadia $ 7,016,153 $ 5,442 $ 412,632 $ 434,658
Allen 3,496,349 100 222,581 217,939
Ascension 6,450,592 123 415,301 394,809
Assumption 3,100,897 723 155,360 190,786
Avoyelles 5,941,316 816 343,336 363,102
Beauregard 4,419,072 11 318,930 259,288
Bienville 3,186,629 820 117,963 202,033
Bossier 11,432,184 3,181 957,415 742,811
Caddo 28,187,798 4,374 3,581,106 2,060,212
Calcasieu 20,590,091 2,242 1,393,054 1,432,691
Caldwell 1,619,327 172 65,755 92,742
Cameron 655,279 1,185 121,311 94,231
Catahoula 2,277,353 727 128,735 138,115
Claiborne 2,591,358 1,394 121,133 152,676
Concordia 3,596,988 2,292 251,813 232,774
DeSoto 3,994,222 2,729 204,678 244,702
East Baton Rouge 38,916,170 3,835 4,725,062 2,744,379
East Carroll 1,692,183 3,237 99,610 108,593
East Feliciana 2,660,271 338 119,132 153,465
Evangeline 4,956,003 206 229,032 298,571
Franklin 4,500,724 586 130,210 264,791
Grant 2,622,493 195 173,651 147,379
Iberia 9,278,019 1,412 794,228 593,110
Iberville 5,403,396 228 305,102 345,308
Jackson 2,571,419 132 174,583 159,171
Jefferson 39,722,753 3,064 2,827,501 2,778,756
Table 39 (c o n t in u e d )







Acadia $ 16,433 $ 20,417 $ 167,555 $ 195,797
Allen 2,045 12,685 77,329 194,152
Ascension 8,574 10,070 109,445 131,622
Assumption 4,622 27,254 53,403 69,740
Avoyelles 7,969 26,756 85,810 158,980
Beauregard 14,803 23,747 66,212 95,288
B ie n v il le 1,199 6,737 53,316 147,050
Bossier 94,318 21,858 157,157 178,104
Caddo 33,848 43,757 325,792 933,077
C alcas ieu 175,462 39,283 217,416 1,131,089
Caldwell 126 2,530 54,252 30,656
Cameron 232 2,782 25,439 26,110
Catahoula 3,848 3,763 74,199 39,157
Claiborne 7,468 5,722 38,874 52,208
Concordia 1,807 8,073 50,644 76,678
DeSoto 3,475 42,604 58,047 66,680
East Baton Rouge 12,318 49,355 221,870 820,805
East C a r ro l l 3,075 3,960 57,595 42,247
East F e l ic ia n a 24,004 6,312 50,169 67,105
Evangeline 5,905 9,544 59,210 84,085
Frank lin 14,797 4,859 89,317 96,316
Grant 12,121 3,998 31,259 20,454
Ib e r ia 9,278,019 1,412 794,228 593,110
I b e r v i l l e 5,403,396 228 305,102 345,308
Jackson 2,571,419 132 174,583 159,171
Je f fe r s o n 39,722,753 3,064 2,827,501 2,778,756
Table 39 (c o n t in u ed )
D i s t r i c t
S ta te  Pub lic  
School E qua l iza tion
16th Section 
Land Fund 




C o n tr ibu tions  to  
Teachers ' Retirement
Je f fe r s o n  Davis $ 4,641,596 $ 115 $ 92,183 $ 308,669
L afay e tte 16,432,071 606 1,302,908 1,077,573
Lafourche 11,326,243 165 597,408 708,956
LaSalle 2,285,316 167 158,825 138,458
Lincoln 4,084,117 430 388,541 259,031
Livingston 7,246,787 '320 463,152 443,594
Madison 2,257,383 3,108 91,392 145,204
Morehouse 4,626,583 795 271,435 279,110
N atchitoches 6,281,614 1,093 310,711 280,114
Orleans 48,587,521 45 3,962,788 3,715,851
Ouachita 11,693,448 763 1,042,525 744,176
Plaquemines 2,474,708 837 38,410 183,828
Po in te  Coupee 3,520,766 311 175,356 210,742
Rapides 16,813,292 927 1,587,013 1,071,749
Red River 1,425,983 913 112,902 82,781
Richland 3,759,684 398 176,839 221,308
Sabine 3,384,507 429 226,637 203,896
S t .  Bernard 7,331,075 79 624,596 487,754
S t .  Charles 5,392,881 1,209 227,959 321,550
S t .  Helena 1,912,007 774 84,138 106,612
S t .  James 3,653,436 572 204,813 230,153
S t.  John 3,826,790 43 243,225 266,118
S t . Landry 13,331,206 708 768,332 844,842
S t.  Martin 5,442,870 1,474 332,129 354,264
S t . Mary 7,996,301 1,866 587,887 530,138
S t . Tammany 11,050,858 839 1,082,539 703,872
Tangipahoa 10,350,355 309 474,211 622,222
Table 39 (c o n t in u ed )
S pec ia l Adult V ocational
D i s t r i c t  Education Education Education Other
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Table 39 (c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t
S ta te  Public  
School E qua l iza tion
16th Section  
Land Fund 




C o n tr ib u tio n s  to  
Teachers ' Retirement
Tensas $ 1,674,133 $ 5,859 $ 112,745 $ 99,517
Terrebonne 12,949,876 394 683,200 849,587
Union 3,186,690 1,876 191,947 181,216
Vermilion 4,837,582 5,986 328,485 401,010
Vernon 5,932,563 52 583,640 337,765
Washington 3,807,744 144 205,696 211,813
Webster 6,215,921 1,243 547,729 396,905
West Baton Rouge 2,622,092 106 250,298 166,703
West C a r ro l l 2,309,962 587 143,001 135,941
West F e l ic ia n a 1,401,267 491 23,484 87,418
Winn 2,890,887 185 198,515 179,266
City  of Monroe 5,102,020 89,452 364,498
City  of Bogalusa 3,000,040 265,552 204,605
T ota l $497,939,179







Table 39 (c o n t in u e d )







Tensas $ 3,295 $ 3,206 $ 16,552 $ 35,011
Terrebonne 7,267 23,106 109,888 291,182
Union 475 5,360 45,260 51,065
Vermilion 13,077 14,530 61,530 192,638
Vernon 28,499 25,670 56,363 80,259
Washington 2,778 28,205 60,172 73,704
Webster 3,908 29,000 70,497 302,044
West Baton Rouge 4,002 29,756 49,745
West C a r ro l l 7,523 4,541 85,714 45,801
West F e l ic ia n a 2,586 4,126 23,063 22,734
Winn 5,643 6,735 64,487 50,029
City of Monroe 900 10,208 84,836 114,772
City  of Bogalusa 8,877 4,619 46,327 61,330
Total $1,837,644 $1,259,247 $6,878,642 $13,630,031
Percen t of S ta te  Revenue .31 .21 1.16 2.30
Source:
127th  Annual Report o f  th e  L ou is ian a  S ta te  Department o f  E ducation , B u l l e t in  No. 1472, Bureau
o f  Research and Development, 1975 -  76.
Table 40
Revenue Derived From C o llec t io n  of Authorized Ad Valorem Taxes 
by School D i s t r i c t s  in  L ouisiana, 1975
D is t r i c t M illage C o n s t i tu t io n a l  Millage
Maintenance and 
Operation 
(A dditional Support) Millage
Building and Repair 
and Equipment
Acadia 5.00 $ 351,485 5.00 $ 351,485 0.00 $ 0
Allen 5.00 103,533 5 .00 /7 .00 222,714 0.00 0
Ascension 5.00 301,925 5.00 301,925 0.00 0
Assumption 5.00 134,965 5.00 134,965 0.00 0
Avoyelles 5.00 107,778 5.00 107,778 5.00 107,778
Beauregard 5.00 149,191 7.00 208,868 5.00 149,191
B ie n v il le 5.00 149,316 6.00 179,286 6.00 179,046
Bossier 5.00 355,872 5.00 355,872 0.00 0
Caddo 5.00 2,653,044 7.00 3,714,261 3.50 1,855,982
C alcasieu 5.00 1,394,397 7.00 1,953,649 0.00 0
Caldwell 5.00 64,364 7.00 90,109 5.00 64,364
Cameron 5.00 210,315 7.00 294,412 5.00 210,315
Catahoula 5.00 62,637 7.00 87,691 5.00 89,616
Claiborne 5.00 113,168 5.00 133,168 2.00 55,280
Concordia 5.00 77,812 7.00 108,938 5.00 77,463
DeSoto 5.00 105,748 7.00 148,047 5.00 14,467'
East Baton Rouge 5.00 3,225,635 12.00 7,706,701 5.00 44,367
East C a r ro l l 5.00 85,846 5.00 85,846 0.00 0
East F e l ic ia n a 5.00 81,141 5.00 81,141 0.00 0
Evangeline 5.00 172,245 3.00 102,585 0.00 0
Frank lin 5.00 99,353 5.00 99,353 5.00 99,353
Grant 5.00 61,179 7.00 85,651 5.00 111,121
I b e r ia 5.00 329,328 7.00 461,055 0.00 0
I b e r v i l l e 5.00 305,320 7.00 427,448 0.00 0
Table 40 (co n t in u ed )
School D i s t r i c t M illage
Maintenance Tax 
(A dd itional Support) M illage Bond and I n t e r e s t
Acadia 0,00 $ 0 3 .00 /21 .00 $ 641,450
Allen 5 .00 /7 .00 58,186 10.00/35.00 432,384
Ascension 0.00 0 .50/14 .00 950,306
Assumption 0.00 0 9.50 256,438
Avoyelles 0.00 0 0.00 0
Beauregard 0.00 0 23.50 701,217
B ie n v il le 0.00 0 7 .00/33 .00 201,976
B ossier 0.00 0 4.00 /20 .00 1,152,430
Caddo 2.00 1,060,643 6.00 3,185,376
C alcasieu 4.00 1,114,024 7 .50/33 .00 2,839,921
Caldwell 0.00 0 31.50 141,600
Cameron 7.00 294,442 6 .0 0 / 8.00 233,250
Catahoula 7.00 87,705 2.00 /29 .00 210,024
Claiborne 0.00 0 7.00 56,411
Concordia 7.00 108,449 9.00 139,535
DeSoto 0.00 0 14.00 1
East Baton Rouge 1.00 645,127 10.80 6,984,661
East C a r ro l l 0 .00 0 7.25 124,476
East F e l ic ia n a 0.00 0 2.00/19 .00 93,923
Evangeline 0.00 0 6 .50/10 .00 381,145
F rank lin 0.00 0 2 .75/25 .00 412,943
Grant 0.00 0 6.00 /25 .00 98,087
Ib e r ia 0.00 0 19.00 1,263,843
I b e r v i l l e 0.00 0 15.00 916,154
Table 40 (c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t M illage C o n s t i tu t io n a l  Millage
Maintenance and 
Operation 
(A dd itional Support) M illage
Building and Repair 
and Equipment
Jackson 5.00 $ 95,170 7.00 $ 133,238 7.00 $ 133,337
J e f fe rso n 5.00 1,637,082 5.00 1,637,082 0.00 0
J e f fe r s o n  Davis 5.00 302,220 4 .00 /7 .00 631,547 0.00 0
L afaye tte 5.00 428,785 7.00 600,298 5.00 428,784
Lafourche 5.00 429,567 7.00 601,395 0.00 0
LaSalle 5.00 120,716 7.00 169,003 5.00 120,716
Lincoln 5.00 193,260 5.00 193,260 5.00 193,260
Livingston 5.00 79,937 7.00 111,910 7.00 111,957
Madison 5.00 98,686 5.00 98,687 0.00 0
Morehouse 5.00 284,693 7.00 398,570 0.00 0
N atchitoches 5.00 180,162 5.00 180,162 1.00 /12 .00 93,318
Orleans 13.00 15,551,595 0.00 0 0.00 0
Ouachita 5.00 553,810 7.00 775,334 5.00 553,810
Plaquemines 5.00 956,446 0.00 0 0.00 0
Po in te  Coupee 5.00 124,995 5.50 137,495 0.00 0
Rapides 5.00 492,901 2 .00 /7 .00 997,673 2.00 194,463
Red River 5.00 51,382 5.00 51,382 5.00 51,382
Richland 5.00 151,238 5.00 151,238 0.00 0
Sabine 5.00 97,769 5.00 97,748 5 .00 /7 .00 98,203
S t .  Bernard 5.00 296,465 7.00 415,051 7.00 415,051
S t .  Charles 5.00 443,924 5.00 443,932 5.00 443,865
S t .  Helena 5.00 55,542 7.00 77,618 0.00 0
S t . James 5.00 182,211 7.00 255,095 0.00 0
S t .  John 5.00 123,416 5.00 123,416 0.00 0
S t . Landry 5.00 388,465 5.00 388,465 0.00 0
S t .  Martin 5.00 126,080 12.00 302,593 0.00 0
S t . Mary 5.00 730,142 3.00 437,984 0.00 0
S t .  Tammany 5.00 268,464 7.00 361,850 3 .00 /5 .00 258,603
Table 40 (c o n t in u ed )
School D i s t r i c t M illage
Maintenance Tax 
(A dd itional Support) M illage Bond and I n t e r e s t
Jackson 0.00 $ 0 12.00 $ 249,899
Je f fe r s o n 7.00 2,291,914 19.00 6,226,275
J e f fe r s o n  Davis 0.00 0 2 .25/21 .00 564,339
L afaye tte 0.00 0 15.50 1,329,232
Lafourche 0.00 0 16.00 1,374,601
LaSalle 7.00 169,003 1 .00 / 7.25 192,268
Lincoln 0.00 0 1 .5 0 / 9.50 411,760
Livingston 5.00 79,950 18.00/37 .00 419,651
Madison 0.00 0 4.00 78,949
Morehouse 0.00 0 2.00 49,848
N atchitoches 0.00 0 3.25 /22 .00 595,662
Orleans 0.00 0 0.00 0
Ouachita 5.00 553,810 5.00 566,520
Plaquemines 0.00 0 0.00 0
Po in te  Coupee 0.00 0 0.00 0
Rapides 0.00 0 3 .50/40 .00 2,622,027
Red River 0.00 0 2.50 25,691
Richland 0.00- 0 2.50/14/50 123,947
Sabine 0.00 0 2 .00/35 .00 363,055
S t.  Bernard 2.00 118,586 20.00 1,185,861
S t .  Charles 0.00 0 17.00 1,509,193
S t .  Helena 7.00 77,681 3.00 /10 .00 121,740
S t . James 0.00 0 16.00 583,075
S t .  John 0.00 0 17.50 445,105
S t .  Landry 0.00 0 6.00 466,158
S t .  Martin 0.00 0 22.50 567,359
S t . Mary 0.00 0 1.50 /20 .00 1,707,099
S t . Tammany 0.00 0 17.50 917,548
Table 40 (continued)




Building and Repair 
and Equipment
Tangipahoa 5.00 $ 217,256 5.00 $ 217,256 0.00 $ 0
Tensas 5.00 51,587 7.00 72,170 0.00 0
Terrebonne 5.00 669,324 7.00 937,053 0.00 0
Union 5.00 94,865 5.00 94,865 3.00 56,801
Vermilion 5.00 335,068 1.00 7,643 0.00 0
Vernon 5.00 102,552 7.00 262,804 0.00 0
Washington 5.00 82,650 10.00 165,290 5.00 85,722
Webster 5.00 231,330 7.00 323,862 3.00 138,798
West Baton Rouge 5.00 112,077 7.00 156,908 0.00 0
West Carroll 5.00 74,321 5.00 74,321 1.00 4,746
West Feliciana 5.00 99,807 0.00 0 0.00 0
Winn 5.00 81,222 12.00 194,932 0.00 0
City of Monroe 5.00 486,880 7.00 681,631 4.00 486,880
City of Bogalusa 5.00 164,240 7.00 229,936 5.00 131,392
Total $37,933,796 $30,613,684 $7,059,432
Table 40 (c o n t in u ed )
School D i s t r i c t M illage
Maintenance Tax 
(A dd itiona l Support) M illage Bond and I n t e r e s t
Tangipahoa 0.00 $ 0 3.00 /16 .00 $ 404,819
Tensas 0.00 0 9 .50 /21 .00 270,734
Terrebonne 0.00 0 17.00 2,275,696
Union 0.00 0 8.50 160,950
Vermilion 0.00 0 7.50 /22 .00 772,104
Vernon 0.00 0 3.00 /50 .00 481,831
Washington 0.00 0 1.25 /39 .00 76,454
Webster 0.00 0 3 .50/28 .00 677,688
West Baton Rouge 0.00 0 26.00 581,645
West C a r ro l l 0.00 0 2.50 /23 .50 271,162
West F e l ic ia n a 0.00 0 14.00 279,459
Winn 0.00 0 2 .00/35 .00 310,681
City of Monroe 0.00 0 0.00 0
City of Bogalusa 5.00 164,240 18.00 589,512
T ota l $6,823,698 $51,267,169
Source:
127th  Annual Report o f  th e  L ou is ia n a  S ta te  Department o f  E ducation , B u l l e t i n  1472, Bureau o f  Re­
sea rch  and Development, 1975 -  75 . '
Table 41
Revenue Derived From C o llec t io n  of Authorized Ad Valorem Taxes 
by School D i s t r i c t s  in L ouisiana , 1980
D i s t r i c t M illage C o n s t i tu t io n a l  M illage
Maintenance and 
Operation 
(A dd itiona l Support) M illage
Building and Repair 
and Equipment
Acadia 4.69 $ 354,051 4.69 $ 354,051 0.00 $ 0
Allen 4.15 104,843 3 .68/12 .48 262,812 0.00 0
Ascension 3.65 436,967 0.00 2,066 0.00 0
Assumption 4.25 179,634 4.25 179,633 0.00 0
Avoyelles 3.59 119,303 5.00 165,558 9.06 /17 .49 275,179
Beauregard 3.81 153,307 5.33 214,469 3.81 153,307
B ie n v il le 4.87 309,353 6.14 382,099 6.14 379,999
Bossier 4.40 430,139 4.40 430,140 0.00 0
Caddo 8.39 3,402,428 16.77 6,800,901 6.71 2,721,113
C alcasieu 4.67 1,646,605 10.26 3,617,596 0.00 0
Caldwell 4.76 57,316 6.66 80,190 4.76 57,316
Cameron 3.53 271,643 4.95 380,916 3.53 271,643
Catahoula 4.48 68,428 6.28 96,062 3 .3 4 /  5.00 146,132
Claiborne 4.49 128,563 4.49 156,697 1.79 51,252
Concordia 2,.98/ 3.10 79,864 4 .1 7 / 4.33 111,753 2 .98 / 3.10 83,516
DeSoto 4.61 112,999 6.45 159,530 11.34 49,765
East Baton Rouge 5.24 3,629,332 20.62 14,246,317 0.00 0
East C a r ro l l 4.71 83,520 5.00 88,663 0.00 0
East F e l ic ia n a 3.77 84,962 3.77 84,962 0.00 0
Evangeline 4.38 2,192,762 1.00 30,748 21.50 230,465
F rank lin 4.19 178,959 4.70 103,920 0.00 0
Grant 5.51 73,382 8.31 110,117 3 .0 0 /  7.32 179,155
Ib e r ia 4.46 423,016 6.24 591,837 0.00 0
I b e r v i l l e 3.25 359,004 4.55 502,604 0.00 0
Table (c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t M illage
A dditional
Support M illage Bond and I n t e r e s t
Acadia 0.00 $ 0 2 .00/21/00 $1,354,269
Allen 3 .6 8 /  6.06 56,285 3 .00 /32 .00 479,322
Ascension 0.00 0 10.88 1,302,851
Assumption 0.00 0 21.50 906,874
Avoyelles 0.00 0 21.00/39 .00 720,247
Beauregard 7.00 281,666 30.67 1,234,082
B ie n v il le 0.00 0 5.00 /35 .00 1,557,066
B ossier 0.00 0 2.00 /12 .50 893,483
Caddo 0.00 0 5.60 2,276,965
C alcasieu 0.00 0 5 .07/38 .97 4,695,904
Caldwell 7.62 91,750 43.20 520,166
Cameron A.95 380,916 .10/16 .10 587,052
Catahoula 6.28 95,922 3 .80/20 .66 157,402
Claiborne 0.00 0 42.84 265,901
Concordia 4 .1 7 /  4.33 166,861 3 .0 0 /  3.96 85,781
DeSoto 0.00 0 11.34/150.00 584,630
East Baton Rouge 0.00 0 5.00 3,435,501
East C a r ro l l 0 .00 0 4.50 84,918
East F e l ic ia n a 0.00 0 3 .30 / 5.40 41,581
Evangeline 0.00 0 0.00 0
FRanklin 0.00 0 16.00/35.00 486,620
Grant 0.00 0 16.00/50.00 316,497
I b e r ia 0.00 0 14.00 1,329,367
I b e r v i l l e 0.00 0 6.00 662,775
Table (c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t M illage C o n s t i tu t io n a l  M illage
Maintenance and 
Operation 
(A dd itional Support) Millage
Build ing  and Repair 
and Equipment
Jackson 4.60 $ 98,540 6.41 /15 .00 $ 167,439 13.51/21 .00 $ 571,708
Je f fe r so n 2.94 1,857,417 7.08 4,465,470 0.00 0
J e f fe r s o n  Davis 4.90 300,179 5 .4 9 /  8.00 692,800 0.00 0
L afaye tte 2.75 603,863 3.85 845,417 2.75 603,863
Lafourche 3.92 451,686 14.00 1,613,077 0.00 0
LaSalle 4.00 120,094 6.00 175,771 4.00 120,094
Lincoln 4.84 235,583 5.00 243,339 5.00 243,339
Livingston 3.37 105,404 7.00 233,342 4.72 146,430
Madison 4 t64 104,548 4.64 104,549 0.00 0
Morehouse 5.40 334,265 7.56 467,894 0.00 0
N atchitoches 4.83 198,459 3 .98 /  7.00 373,173 0.00 0
Orleans 25.66 21,994,618 0.00 0 0.00 0
Ouachita 5.29 640,421 7.40 876,066 5.29 640,421
Plaquemines 4.59 1,163,162 0.00 0 0.00 0
Poin te  Coupee 3.79 163,722 4.17 180,132 0.00 0
Rapides 4.70 672,393 1.61/18 .07 3,388,862 1.88 269,943
Red River 4.32 52,715 4.32 52,716 5.00 61,026
Richland 5.46 162,522 6.13 182,466 0.00 0
Sabine 4.21 103,065 4.21 103,065 4 .0 0 /  7.00 139,951
S t .  Bernard 3.77 329,200 5.28 461,055 3.78 330,073
S t . Charles 3.78 592,911 3.78 592,911 3.78 592,911
S t .  Helena 3.56 50,102 4.98 70,087 0.00 0
S t .  James 4.10 354,086 5.75 496,578 0.00 0
S t .  John 3.66 70,030 4.57 87,442 3.66 70,030
S t . Landry 4.87 483,953 4.87 483,952 0.00 0
S t .  Martin 3.13 145,781 2 .00 / 4.37 296,681 1.69 78,712
S t .  Mary 5.65 999,342 6 .3 8 /  7.36 1,158,883 0.00 0
Table 41 (c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t Millage
A dditional
Support Millage Bond and I n t e r e s t
Jackson 0.00 $ 0 5.63 $ 120,571
Je f fe r s o n 0.00 0 11.09 7,247,510
J e f fe r s o n  Davis 0.00 0 10.50 761,509
L afaye tte 0.00 0 5.35 1,402,539
Lafourche 0.00 0 6 .00 /10 .00 1,843,549
LaSalle 10.00 249,674 1.00 752,663
Lincoln 0.00 0 5.00 /17 .00 323,534
Livingston 3.37 105,404 13.97/44.90 692,287
Madison 0.00 0 2.00 45,697
Morehouse 3.43 212,471 1.60 /18 .00 307,096
N atchitoches 0.00 0 1.00 /28 .00 859,215
Orleans 0.00 0 0.00 0
Ouachita 5.29 640,421 3.00 /24 .50 1,600,314
Plaquemines 0.00 0 0.00 0
Po in te  Coupee 0.00 0 10.50 108,447
Rapides 0.00 0 9.00 /67 .70 2,641,258
Red River 0.00 0 0.00 0
Richland 0.00 0 3.50 /34 .00 708,891
Sabine 0.00 0 1.00 /34 .00 1,117,693
S t .  Bernard 1.51 131,855 17.30 1,536,806
S t ,  Charles 0.00 0 16.07 2,517,391
S t .  Helena 4.98 70,087 2 .50 /  3.00 65,344
S t . James 0.00 0 16.00 1,285,173
S t .  John 0.00 0 21.20 959,345
S t .  Landry 0.00 0 2.00 206,349
S t .  Martin 0.00 0 22.47 1,046,561
S t . Mary 0.00 0 .50/17.00 1,263,701
Table 41 (c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t M illage C o n s t i tu t io n a l  M illage
Maintenance and 
Operation 
(A dditional Support) M illage
Building and Repair 
and Equipment
S t . Tammany 4.12 $ 418,661 5.77 $ 586,322 4.12 $ 418,661
Tangipahoa 4.07 257,689 4.07 257,689 0.00 0
Tensas 3.79 52,884 5 .30/12 .69 146,035 8.20 37,164
Terrebonne 3.53 768,004 4.95 1,076,945 0.00 0
Union 3.71 107,422 3.65 105,704 2.11 61,130
Vermilion 3.51 382,743 2.00 217,976 0.00 0
Vernon 3.66 105,791 4 .93 /13 .00 516,096 0.00 0
Washington 3.95 73,759 3 .8 8 /  3.95 78,064 3.95 73,759
Webster 5.10 224,008 7.00 307,462 6.06 266,174
West Baton Rouge 4.48 212,066 6.27 296,801 0.00 0
West C a r ro l l 4.83 83,061 5.49 94,416 0.00 0
West F e l ic ia n a 4.64 132,361 0.00 0 0.00 0
Winn 4.37 91,378 8.18 169,763 6.11 127,763
City  of Monroe 5.00 651,561 7.00 912,185 10.00 1,303,122
City of Bogalusa 5.86 118,841 8.18 165,892 5.28 107,101
T ota l $48,939,669 $51,722,566 $11,036,931
Table (c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t Millage
A dditional
Support M illage Bond and I n t e r e s t
S t . Tammany 0.00 $ 0 12.90/22.00 $1,635,583
Tangipahoa 0.00 0 .70/25.00 353,311
Tensas 8.00 28,757 7.75 108,125
Terrebonne 0.00 0 10.50 2,289,872
Union 0.00 0 • 4.00 115,839
Vermilion 0.00 0 23.00 2,506,720
Vernon 0.00 0 11.00/41 .00 520,824
Washington 5.00 93,365 1.50 /30 .00 44,421
Webster 0.00 0 3.50/34 .00 991,064
West Baton Rouge 0.00 0 20.00 948,325
West C a r ro l l 0.00 0 1.00 /20 .00 215,653
West F e l ic ia n a 0.00 0 8.00 228,203
Winn 0.00 0 8.00 /36 .00 444,502
C ity  of Monroe 0.00 0 0.00 0
City  of Bogalusa 7.41 150,323 23.07 468,354
T o ta l $2,705,757 $64,264,690
Source:
132nd Annual Report o f  th e  L ou is ia n a  S ta t e  Department o f  E ducation , B u l l e t in  1472, Bureau of
R esearch , 1980 -  8 1 .
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Table  42
Revenue Per Average Daily  Membership of School D i s t r i c t s  in  
L ouisiana  From F e d e ra l ,  S ta t e ,  and Local Sources ,  1975
D i s t r i c t
T o ta l  
F ed e ra l ,  S ta te  
and Local
S ta te  and 
Local Local
Acadia $1 196 $1,008 $ 293
A llen 1 332 1,082 307
Ascension 1 358 1,250 543
Assumption 1 136 941 257
A voyelles 1 149 908 179
Beauregard 1 188 1,032 317
B ie n v i l l e 1 268 1,012 214
B oss ie r 1 179 1,011 257
Caddo 1 351 1,201 498
C alcas ieu 1 249 1,128 446
Caldwell 1 226 1,004 209
Cameron 1 752 1,632 1,198
Catahoula 1 481 1,172 324
C la iborne 1 168 962 135
Concordia 1 389 1,092 302
DeSoto 1 161 956 163
E ast Baton Rouge 1 391 1,259 557
East C a r ro l l 1 337 1,022 283
E ast F e l ic ia n a 1 177 959 159
Evangeline 1 263 973 226
F ran k lin 1 275 1,033 243
Grant 1 191 990 142
I b e r i a 1 196 1,017 323
I b e r v i l l e 1 724 1,458 615
Jackson 1 441 1,261 364
J e f f e r s o n 1 287 1,193 511
J e f f e r s o n  Davis 1 213 1,085 379
L a fa y e t te 1 199 1,056 374
Lafourche 1 167 1,055 357
L aSalle 1 160 1,031 262
Lincoln 1 296 1,115 308
L iv ings ton 1 008 915 190
Madison 1 287 994 229
Morehouse 1 223 965 248
N atch itoches 1 426 1,126 296
O rleans 1 321 1,071 426
Ouachita 1 106 985 277
Plaquemines 1 016 906 377
P o in te  Coupee 1 241 958 174
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Table 42 ( c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t
T o ta l 
F ed era l ,  S ta te  
and Local
S ta te  and 
Local Local
Rapides $1 178 $1,006 $ 279
Red River 1 383 1,113 230
Richland 1 287 1,013 215
Sabine 1 293 1,087 291
S t .  Bernard 1 202 1,080 394
S t .  C harles 1 631 1,456 753
S t .  Helena 1 279 1,039 152
S t . James 1 365 1,197 409
S t .  John 1 350 1,278 432
S t .  Landry 1 236 958 198
S t .  M artin 1 192 972 275
S t .  Mary 1 149 1,001 366
S t . Tammany 1 017 930 240
Tangipahoa 1 212 995 216
Tensas 1 488 1,186 302
Terrebonne 1 175 1,052 393
Union 1 155 969 124
Vermilion 1 350 1,160 568
Vernon 1 209 1,008 227
Washington 1 315 1,039 197
Webster 1 288 1,142 322
West Baton Rouge 1 587 1,352 518
West C a r ro l l 1 334 1,152 291
West F e l ic ia n a 1 968 1,602 753
Winn 1 448 1,191 322
C ity  of Monroe 1 142 917 296
C ity  of Bogalusa 1 418 1,247 450
Mean $1,291 $1,091 $336
S ource :
1 27th  Annual Report o f  th e  L o u is ia n a  S t a t e  Department o f
E d u ca t io n ,  B u l l e t i n  No. 1472, Bureau o f  Research  and D evelopm ent,
1975 -  76.
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T able  43
Revenue Per Average Daily Membership (ADM) of School D i s t r i c t s  
in  L ouisiana  From F e d e ra l ,  S ta t e ,  and Local Sources ,  1980
D i s t r i c t
T o ta l 
F e d e ra l ,  S ta te  
and Local
S ta te  and 
Local Local
Acadia $2,057 $1,771 $ 603
Allen 2,059 1,610 423
Ascension 2,488 2,237 1,006
Assumption 2,174 1,884 748
Avoyelles 2,232 1,850 523
Beauregard 2,174 1,967 649
B ie n v i l l e 2,898 2,675 1,049
B oss ie r 2,095 1,858 569
Caddo 2,410 2,130 852
C alcas ieu 2,294 2,079 962
Caldwell 2,411 2,086 595
Cameron 4,269 3,910 2,626
Catahoula 2,445 2,022 484
C aliborne 2,373 1,982 595
Concordia 2,237 1,835 480
DeSoto 2,307 1,925 721
East Baton Rouge 2,341 2,152 914
E ast C a r ro l l 2,509 1,879 620
East F e l ic ia n a 2,088 1,721 326
Evangeline 2,025 1,583 363
F rank lin 2,197 1,935 563
Grant 2,052 1,663 349
I b e r i a 2,230 1,959 723
I b e r v i l l e 2,757 2,351 1,012
Jackson 2,638 2,426 842
J e f f e r s o n 2,581 2,444 1,142
J e f f e r s o n  Davis 2,587 2,421 1,220
L a fa y e t te 2,355 2,115 950
Lafourche 2,049 1,836 649
LaSalle 2,397 2,176 875
Lincoln 2,125 1,869 590
L iv ings ton 1,851 1,675 559
Madison 2,116 1,616 377
Morehouse 2,204 1,760 495
N atch itoches 2,498 1,993 601
Orleans 2,409 1,961 855
Ouachita 1,949 1,753 591
Plaquemines 1,899 1,628 757
P o in te  Coupee 2,727 2,225 764
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Table 43 (c o n t in u e d )
D i s t r i c t
T o ta l  
F ed e ra l ,  S ta te  
and Local
S ta te  and 
Local Local
Rapides $2,202 $1,865 $ 547
Red River 2,195 1,809 349
Richland 2,313 1,954 672
Sabine 2,344 2,000 607
S t .  Bernard 2,550 2,307 960
S t .  Charles 3,877 3,615 2,265
S t .  Helena 2,025 1,616 252
S t . James 2,776 2,410 1,096
S t . John 2,755 2,432 1,180
S t .  Landry 2,130 1,656 374
S t .  M artin 2,426 2,107 862
S t .  Mary 2,686 2,402 1,228
S t . Tammany 1,971 1,855 719
Tangipahoa 1,940 1,597 384
Tensas 2,731 2,170 489
Terrebonne 2,326 2,110 960
Union 1,987 1,699 356
Vermilion 3,007 2,768 1,559
Vernon 2,350 1,754 357
Washington 2,260 1 ,'803 305
Webster 2,214 1,913 583
West Baton Rouge 2,771 2,351 1,029
West C a r ro l l 2,124 1,767 392
West F e l ic ia n a 4,195 3,636 2,269
Winn 2,406 2,010 545
C ity  of Monroe 1,142 917 296
C ity  of Bogalusa 1,418 1,247 450
Mean $2,070 $2,063 $ 764
Source:
132nd Annual Report of the  
Education , Bureau of Research, 1980 -  81
L ouisiana S ta te Department of
VITA
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